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INTRODUCTION. 


Tue object of the present work is to lay before 
the reader a series of passages extracted from the 
writings of those Fathers, who lived before the 
Council of Nice, and which seem to support the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Jesus Christ. It might seem 
hardly necessary to prove at much length, that the 
belief of those early Christians was most likely to be 
genuine and apostolical. That all corruptions are 
of gradual and successive growth, seems to be a self- 
evident proposition: and that any doctrine is most 
likely to have been pure and genuine at a period 
which was not far removed from its first promulga- 
tion, is surely as plain and undeniable, as that we 
are likely to find a stream more clear and uncorrupt, 
the nearer we approach its source. 

Let us compare Clement and Ignatius, who were 
contemporaries of the apostles, with ourselves. We 
can only learn the sentiments of the apostles from 
their writings. These have come down to us with 
the errors and corruptions which the lapse of eight- 
een centuries must unavoidably have introduced: 
we read them with a previous knowledge of different 


and opposite senses being deduced from the same 
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passage: and the notions in which we have been 
brought up, if not a spirit of party and of prejudice, 
are likely to warp our judgments and influence our 
interpretations. But Clement and Ignatius, 1f they 
found things hard to be understood in the writings 
of the apostles, could refer for a solution of the diffi- 
culty either to the writers themselves, or to other 
apostles who had known them familiarly, and who 
had laboured together with them. There are some 
points of doctrine of which it seems impossible to con- 
ceive that Clement and Ignatius could be ignorant. 
To suppose that they did not know whether Peter 
or Paul or John believed Jesus Christ to be essen- 
tially God, or a mere mortal man, seems as improba- 
ble, nay, I would say, as impossible, as to suppose 
that they did not know, whether these apostles be- 
lieved Jesus Christ to have been actually nailed to 
the cross. If Clement and Ignatius did know what 
was the belief of the apostles concerning the divinity 
or humanity of Jesus, it necessarily follows that they 
held the same belief themselves; and though the 
writings which they have left are extremely few, it 
is highly probable that some traces of their belief 
upon this subject would appear in their own works: 
at all events it becomes véry important that their 
writings should be examined, that we may see whe- 
ther such traces exist or no. 

If we carry the same train of reasoning into the 
second century, we shall find a similar improbability, 
that Justin or [renzeus, who had seen and heard the 
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contemporaries of the apostles, should not know for 
certain what was the apostolical doctrine concerning 
the nature of Christ. It may be said, that the far- 
ther we advance from the original source, the greater 
chance there is of our meeting with accidental errors 
and intentional corruptions. But this remark, though 
often made, requires some restriction and qualifica- 
tion. That a greater number of persons should be 
followers of an error which had already existed, and 
that heresies themselves should increase, was likely 
to happen as the knowledge of Christianity extended : 
but the very increase of Christianity made it more 
and more difficult that all Christians should unite in 
corrupting their common faith. As soon as the Epi- 
stles and Gospels were translated into any one lan- 
guage, an obstacle was presented to any general and 
uniform departure from the doctrine of the apostles ; 
and every new nation converted to the Christian 
faith would afford an additional security to the in- 
tegrity and unity of that faith. If we suppose that 
the great body of believers at any particular period, 
at the time of the Council of Nice for instance, held 
opinions concerning the divine and human natures 
of Christ, which were totally different from those of 
the apostles, we must suppose that the Christians of 
different countries had either kept pace with each 
other, and by mutual agreement made the same suc- 
cessive alterations in their creeds, or that at one par- 
ticular time they all agreed by one sudden and si- 


multaneous act to alter the primitive belief. The 
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latter supposition is manifestly absurd. All corrup- 
tions, as observed above, must be gradual and pro- 
gressive: and if the apostles preached, and the early 
Christians believed, as the Unitarians tell us, that 
Jesus Christ was a mere man, the notion of his di- 
vinity could not have been introduced and finally 
established in the church without long controversy 
and continued opposition. Historians would not 
have been silent as to the progress of so great a 
change, such a total revolution in the religious be- 
lief of Christians. Volumes must have been written 
in support of either doctrine: the writers of one age 
would be found to differ from those who preceded 
them; and since we have works remaining of all 
the three first centuries, we should find traces of all 
those successive changes which must have existed 
between the creed of the apostolical times and that 
of the Council of Nice. | 
There is indeed another hypothesis, which might 
have been rejected as absurd, if advocates had not 
been found who actually advanced it. It has been 
said, that the doctrine of the Council of Nice was 
entirely a new doctrine, which had never been main- 
tained before, but which was fabricated and pro- 
mulgated by the unanimous collusion of the Fathers 
assembled there. The existence of such a notion, 
improbable and irrational as it may appear, makes 
it desirable that an inquiry should be instituted si- 
milar to that, which is the object of the present 
work. Since we have writings of the three cen- 
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turies which preceded the council of Nice, the ques- 
tion whether an entirely new doctrine was invented 
at that council is surely a question of fact; and the 
difficulty of forcing this new doctrine upon the 
whole Christian world may be illustrated by the 
supposition of an imaginary case In our own times. 
The period which had elapsed from the death of 
our Saviour to the assembling of the Council of Nice, 
was about the same as that between the congress of Vi- 
enna and the reign of Henry the Seventh in England. 
Now let us suppose the ministers assembled at Vi- 
enna to have published a new history of Europe, in 
which it was asserted, that Henry the Seventh obtain- 
ed the throne of England, not by his victory over Ri- 
chard the Third, or by a kind of hereditary claim, but 
by a divine right which was universally recognised 
and never disputed in his own days. There is surely 
no more difference between such a fable and the 
real history of Henry the Seventh’s accession, than 
between the notion of Jesus being very and eternal 
God, or a mere mortal man: and if it would be im- 
possible to make the people of England receive the 
one as true, it would surely have been equally im- 
possible, in the other case, for the whole Christian 
world to be induced to alter their belief. 

On every account therefore it is important to as- 
certain the sentiments of the early Fathers. If the 
doctrine of the real nature of Christ was corrupted 
in the three first centuries, the writings of that pe- 


riod must shew the progress of that corruption. If 
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no variation appears in the opinions of Christians 
during that period, but the Fathers of the three first 
centuries all deliver the same doctrine, we must 
surely be anxious to know what that doctrine was. 
For if it be true, as we have lately been told, “ that 
“the Fathers of the first three centuries were ge- 
“ nerally Unitarians, and believers in the simple hu- 
“ manity of Jesus Christ *,” we must allow, that the 
foundations of that faith which believes Jesus Christ 
to be God, are shaken even to the ground. On the 
other hand, if it should appear that all the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers with one consent speak of Christ as 
having existed from all eternity as very God, and 
that he took our human nature into union with the 
divine, we have surely good grounds for saying, that 
there never was a time when this was not the doc- 
trine of the church, and that it was the true and 
genuine doctrine which the apostles themselves 
preached. 

Not only should we be led by reason and experi- 
ence to appeal to the Fathers as the oldest testi- 
mony, and therefore the best, but we are invited to 
the investigation by our opponents. They -assert, 
as was said above, that all the early Fathers were 
Unitarians ; so that we need not be afraid of their 
denying the fairness of our appeal, when they them- 
selves quote the same authority, and uphold it as fa- 
vourable to their own cause. 

* Lindsey’s Apology, p. 23, 24. Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, 
p: 255: 
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In making this appeal, the Arians and the So- 
cinians have not acted with the same constancy 
and uniformity. ‘The Arians have invariably as- 
serted, that the writings of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
were upon their side. This was the language held 
by them at the Council of Nice; and bishop Bull 
and Dr. Waterland, in the seventeenth and eight- 
eenth centuries, had to refute the same assertion, 
when advanced by their Arian opponents. But the 
Socinians have not always been equally confident, 
nor indeed consistent with themselves, in referring 
to the early Fathers. It is impossible to read the 
writings of the Socinians, from their great leader 
down to our own times, without perceiving that they 
have felt the difficulty of reconciling the Ante-Nicene 
doctrines with their own. Gilbert Clerke mentions 
it rather as deserving of praise, that the Socinians 
were the only persons who candidly acknowledged 
that the early writers did not agree with themselves. 
Socinus rather insinuates, than openly asserts, that 
his own party did not profess an agreement in 
doctrine with the Ante-Nicene Fathers: and he al- 
lows that these early writers spoke of Jesus as the 
Son of God, existing before the worlds, of the sub- 
stance of the Father », &c. It is notorious however, 
that many of his own party did make this appeal. 
Socinus himself wished to evade the difficulty by 
acknowledging no authority but that of Scripture, — 


> Respons, ad Vujeki. Il. p. 617. 
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and by attempting to identify the use which his 
opponents made of the Fathers with the Romish 
doctrine of tradition. Socinus however must have 
known that his opponents never appealed to the 
Fathers as to an authority which was to be added 
to that of Scripture: they appealed to them, as the 
best interpreters of a doctrine which was preached 
not long before their own days, and the true mean- 
ing of which they were most likely to understand °. 
Later Socinian writers have been more bold than 
their leader in claiming the support of the early 
Fathers. When the controversy was so rife in the 
seventeenth century, it was confidently asserted that 
up to the time of the Council of Nice the Father 
alone was believed to be God: and even those who 
advanced so far as to preach the simple humanity 
of Christ, maintained that this was the belief of the 
Christian world before the doctrines were corrupted _ 
by the Fathers assembled at Nice. It is well known, 
that what is called the simple humanity of Christ. . 
has been carried much farther by the later Socinians 
than by those who preceded them: but it is singu- 


© We may quote the authority 
of Dr. Priestley upon this point. 
“Tt will be an unanswerable 
*‘ argument, a priori, against any 
“ particular doctrine being con- 
‘‘ tained in the Scriptures, that 
‘it was never understood to be 
** so by those persons for whose 
immediate use the Scriptures 


‘* were written, and who must 
‘** have been much better quali- 
“‘ fed to understand them, in 
“* that respect at least, than we 
“can pretend to be at this 
“day.” Hist. of early Opin- 
ions concerning Jesus Christ. 
p. xv. 
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lar, that the confidence with which this party appeal 
to the Fathers has also increased ; and in the course 
of this work I shall give extracts from writings of 
our own days, in which it is plainly and expressly 
said, that all the early Christians were Unitarians. 
It is the object of the present work to inquire into 
the ground of this assertion. 

In the following pages no evidence is adduced 
from any author who wrote after the time of the 
Council of Nice. This council was held in the year 
325; and it is well known, that the confession of 
faith which was then drawn up, asserts unequivo- 
cally that Jesus Christ was God of God, of one 
substance with God the Father. No doubt was 
ever entertained as to this being the doctrine, which 
was held by a large majority of the Fathers assem- 
bled at that council: neither can there be any 
doubt, but that this has been the professed doctrine 
of the catholic church ever since that time. There 
is therefore no necessity for our consulting any 
Post-Nicene authorities, when we wish to ascertain 
what were the sentiments of the primitive church. 
What we have to inquire is, whether the Fathers, 
who lived nearest to the apostolic times, and whose 
works remain, believed that Jesus Christ was God, 
or that he was merely a man. For every candid 
person will surely allow, that notwithstanding the 
positive and plain declarations of the Fathers as- 
sembled at Nice, yet if the writers who preceded 
them held a different doctrine, and did not believe 
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in the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son, 
there would be great reason to suspect the sound- 
ness of the articles subscribed at Nice. 

With respect to the present work, it is not from 
ostentation, but in justice to myself, that I state, 
that I have carefully and attentively read through 
the works of all the Fathers of the three first cen- 
turies: or to speak more correctly, of those who 
wrote before the assembling of the council of Nice: 
for some of the testimonies, which I adduce, are 
taken from works written at the beginning of the 
fourth century. I do not pretend to have quoted 
all the passages which bear upon the particular doc- 
trine that I am endeavouring to maintain’ Those 
who believe in the divinity of Christ will naturally 
think, that any mention of Christ being born of a 
virgin, of his becoming man, of his creating all 
things, of his having appeared to the patriarchs, &c. 
&c. is a satisfactory proof that the writers, who 
used such expressions, believed that Jesus Christ 
was God, or at least that they could not agree with 
modern Unitarians, who deny that any one of these 
expressions can properly be applied to Christ. The 
writings of the early Fathers are full of assertions 
such as these: but I have omitted hundreds, per- 
haps thousands of such instances, and have only 
selected those passages, where the meaning of the 
writer was conveyed in the strongest and _plainest 
terms. 

It is perhaps useless to make protestations of 
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candor and sincerity, or to say, that I have only 
been guided by a love of truth. But if in any in- 
stance a passage is translated unfairly, or an infer- 
ence deduced from it which it will not bear, the 
reader is furnished with the means of detecting and 
exposing the error. The quotations are all given 
in English, as literally as the idiom of our language 
will permit, perhaps more literally than some per- 
sons would have wished: and at the bottom of the 
page the passage will be found in its original lan- 
guage. In laying the quotations before the reader 
I have had two things principally in view: that he 
should be in possession of so much of the context 
as will make the passage intelligible: and that he 
should be able to see, whether the words which 
bear upon the controverted point are translated 
fairly. It will therefore often be found, that the 
passage is given more at length in the translation, 
than it is in the original: sometimes only a few 
words are of importance for deciding the doctrine, 
when several sentences are necessary for under- 
standing the context. In those cases I have trans- 
cribed only so much of the original passage as seems 
to support the doctrine of Christ’s divinity. 

Some remarks are necessarily interspersed, both 
to make the passage intelligible to the reader, when 
he has not the original work to consult, and to point 
out the conclusion, which appears to follow natu- 
rally and legitimately from the quotation: but I 
state expressly, that I do not profess to notice all 
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the different interpretations, which have been given 
to any passage, nor to answer the objections which 
have been founded upon other expressions of the same 
author. There is not much reading necessary to 
know that we may find passages in the Fathers and 
in the New Testament, which speak of Christ as 
having a human nature, and being inferior to his 
Father. But that person must have little know- 
ledge and little judgment, who produces such pas- 
sages as these in proof of the Unitarian doctrines. 
The catholic church has always held that Christ had 
a real human nature, and that.as aSon, begotten by 
God, he was so far inferior to the Father: but if the 
church which believes this, believes also that Jesus 
Christ is God, it is surely most unfair to argue, that 
those passages which prove the humanity of Christ, 
overturn the doctrines of the catholic church. Those 
doctrines can only be overturned, when it is proved, 
that the Fathers held notions concerning the human 
nature of Christ, which are incompatible with what 
the church believes of his divine nature. It is not 
therefore my intention to examine those passages 
which Unitarian writers have advanced, as main- 
taining their own hypothesis, nor to point out the 
false and unfair conclusions which they have drawn 
from others. If it be proved satisfactorily, that the 
Fathers believed in the eternity and consubstantial 
divinity of the Son, the Unitarian notion of his mere 
humanity is necessarily overthrown. For there is 
this great difference between the creed of the Unita- 
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rians and that of the catholic church, so far as they 
are affected by the testimonies of the Fathers: The 
divinity of Christ, according to the catholic sense of 
the doctrine, is not disproved by passages which 
support his human nature; but the simple humanity 
of Christ is altogether overthrown by passages which 
assert his divinity. 

The judgment of the AuiesNicene Fathers has 
often been appealed to, and testimonies from their 
writings have often been alleged, in support. of the 
divinity of Christ. The Defence of the Nicene Faith 
by Bishop Bull is a work, which must ever stand 
preeminent in this department of theological learn- 
ing, and which would almost discourage any other 
person from presuming to combat in the same field. 
But that great man seems to have had too vast a 
mind, and too much overflowing with polemical 
learning, to make his book a favourite study with 
the general reader. The quotations, which he brings 
from the Ante-Nicene Fathers in this and his other 
works, will most of them be found in the following 
pages. 

The great work of Le Nourry“, beside being a 
storehouse of critical information concerning the 
works of the Fathers, contains many quotations 
from them in proof of the divinity of Christ. 

Dr. Waterland has made great use of the early 
Fathers in many of his writings, and the unfounded 


4 Apparatus ad Bibliothecam Maximam Veterum Patrum, &c. 
Paris. 1703. 
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assertions of Arians and Socinians are exposed by 
copious references to the original works: but there | 
is no one treatise of Dr. W. in which the testimonies 
of the Fathers are advanced in any systematic or 
- regular order. In the course of the following pages, 
I have occasion frequently to notice how largely I 
am indebted to him for his references and quota- 
tions. 

The work most nearly resembling the present is 
that written by Burgh, and entitled, da Inquiry 
into the Belief of the Christians of the first three 
centuries respecting the one Godhead of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghost. It was the object of 
this gentleman to present a series of testimonies 
from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, arranged m chrono- 
logical order: and, when we consider that he was a 
layman who had not. long directed his studies to 
that line of reading, we must agree that. the praise, 
which was bestowed upon his book, was not un- 
merited. But he has certainly not noticed all the 
passages which might be adduced, and from not 
having used the best editions, he has sometimes 
made assertions, which are not borne out by the 
original passage. 

After having studied the Fathers themselves, I 
consulted the above and other works, that I might 
correct the errors and omissions which I had made. 
The quotations are brought forward in chronological 
order, that the reader may be able to judge whether 
the later Fathers had departed in any way from the 
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opinions of those who lived nearer to the apostolical 
times. A short account is prefixed concerning the 
life of each of the Fathers; for which I am chiefly 
indebted to the elaborate work of Dr. Lardner ; and 
where chronologists differ, I have generally followed 
that writer. 

At the end of this Introduction there will be 
found a list of the editions, which are referred to; 
and in each case it was intended to select the 
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BARNABAS, A. D. 72. 


WE learn from the Acts of the Apostles, iv. 36. 
that Barnabas was a Levite of the country of Cy- 
prus, and that he travelled often in company with 
St. Paul, and afterwards by himself. There is nothing 
certain known as to the time or manner of his death. 
Whether the Epistle, which bears his name, was 
really written by him, has been disputed among the 
learned. Pearson, Cave, Du Pin, Hammond, Vossius, 
Bull, Wake, and Lardner, were inclined to think it 
genuine: Coteler doubted about it; and Basnage 
pronounced it spurious. Horsley gives it as his 
own opinion, that “ an inspired apostle could not be 
“‘ the writer of such a book.” But though we may 
reject the Epistle, as not being the work of Barna- 
bas, it seems impossible to deny that it was written 
soon after his time. It is quoted in several places 
by Clement of Alexandria, who himself wrote at the 
end of the second century. He expressly ascribes it 
to “the apostle Barnabas,” and his quotations from it 
are all to be found in the work which has come down 
to us. It must therefore have been written before 
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the end of the second century. Dr. Priestley him- 
self quoted it among the writings of the apostolic 
Fathers: and though I place it as the earliest work, 
from which this series of testimonies is taken, I do 
not venture to decide the question, whether Barna- 
bas was the real author or no. If he was not, the 
Epistle should probably be ranked after those of 
Clement and Ignatius; and the evidence adduced 
from it belongs to the second century, not to the 
first. Lardner, who believed it to be genuine, thought 
that it. was written about the year 71 or 72. The 
whole of the Epistle has not come down to us in 
Greek, the four first chapters and part of the fifth 
being lost: but there is an old Latin translation, 
which has preserved the whole of it. 
1. Barnabe Kpistola, c. 5. p. 60. 

«¢_______ and what is more, the Lord endured to 
“ suffer for our souls, though he is the Lord of the 
“ world: to whom God said before the constitution 
“ of the world, Let us make man*.” 

It appears therefore, that the notion of Christ 
being one of the persons to whom God said, Let us 
make man, is as old as the time in which this 
Epistle was written: and in c. 6. p. 19. the words 
of Genesis are quoted as spoken by the Father to 
the Son. The passage also asserts expressly the 
preexistence of Christ, and the atonement made by 
his sufferings; both of which doctrines have been 
denied by modern Unitarians. 


2 Et ad hoc Dominus susti- 
nuit pati pro anima nostra, cum 
sit orbis terrarum Dominus ; cui 
dixit die ante constitutionem se- 
cull, Faciamus, &c. Instead of 
die ante constitutionem seculi, 


bishop Bull proposed reading 
Deus ante, &c. which seems a 
good conjecture. ‘The sense is 
the same in either reading, and 
if Deus is not in the text, it 
must be supplied. 
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2. Barnabe Epistola, c. 5. p. 16. 

The following passage also:proves the preexist- 
ence of Christ, and that he created the world. “For 
“if he had not come in flesh, how could we men 
‘“‘ have been saved, when we looked at him ? for when 
** men look at the sun, the work of his hands, which 
*« will cease to exist, they have not power to face its 
“rays>.” It is to be observed that his hands can 
only mean the hands of Christ : it was Christ there- 
fore who created the sun. Compare Gen. i. 16. And 
GOD made two great lights, &c. 

3. Barnabe Epistola, c. 6. p. 19. 

The following passage evidently implies the divi- 
nity of Christ, and his union with the Father, inas- 
much as it refers to him those words which Ezekiel 
(xi. 19. and xxxvi. 26.) attributes to God the Fa- 
ther: “ Lo! saith the Lord, I will take away from 
“‘ them, i. e. from those whom the Spirit of the Lord 
“ foresaw, their stony hearts, and will give them 
“« hearts of flesh : because He was about to be mani- 
* fested in the flesh, and to dwell among us: for the. 
‘¢ dwelling-place of our heart, my brethren, is a holy 
“temple to the Lord®’.” Thus he who was mani- 
fested in the flesh was the person who spoke those 
words in Ezekiel; and we learn from v. 17. that this 
was the Lord God. 

4. Barnabe Epistola, c. 7. p. 20. 

“ If then the Son of God, being Lord, and who is 
“ to judge quick and dead, suffered, that his stripes 
“ might give us life, we will believe that the Son of. 

> Bi yao wy Hadey ev capri, mils aytopbakunaas. 
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“God was incapable of suffering, except for our 
‘‘ sakes 4,” If Christ had been a mere man, it would 
be absurd to say, that he was incapable of suffer- 
ing: such an incapability could not be predicated of 
any human being whatever. See Acts il. 24. 


CLEMENS Romanus, A. D. 96. 

Clement is mentioned by St. Paul, (Phil. iv. 3.) 
as one of his fellow-labourers, whose names are in 
the book of life. We was undoubtedly bishop of 
Rome; but there are difficulties in ascertaining the 
order and date of his succession. Some writers place 
him immediately after St. Peter: but Irenzeus *, who 
is the oldest authority, names as the three first bi- 
shops, Linus, Anencletus, Clement. Many. dates 
have been assigned for the beginning of his bishopric : 
some have put it as early as A. D. 61, others as late 
as 93; and while some think that he sate till the 
end of the first century, others contend that he re- 
signed his see in 77. This variety of opinions as to 
the time of his being bishop necessarily leads to un- 
certainty as to the date of his Epistle to the Corin- 
thians. . Archbishop Wake thought that it was writ- 
ten between the years 64 and 70: but those who 
think that he was not bishop till 93 must also con- 
ceive, that the Epistle was not written till after that 
time. Lardner ascribes it to the year 96; and I have 
adopted that date in preference to an earlier one, 
that I might not seem to give to any of these testi- 
monies a greater antiquity than what the most scru- 
pulous critic would be obliged to allow. 

d Bi aby & vids rot Oecd, dv Kv- vids rod Oecd otk dvvate mabelv, 
pos, Kak merhwv Kpivery Covras Kal ef ay dice Nac. 
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The Epistle was written in the name of the church 
of Rome to the church of Corinth, on the occasion 
of some jealousies and dissensions among the Corin- 
thian brethren. There seems now to be no doubt 
whatever concerning the authenticity of the Epistle. 
It was not known to exist entire till the year 1628, 
when a copy of it was sent by Cyril, patriarch of 
Alexandria, and afterwards of Constantinople, as a 
present to Charles the First ', from which manuscript 
it was printed by Patrick Young in 1633. 

There is also a second Epistle ascribed to Clement : 
but since many persons have pronounced it to be 
spurious, I give no quotations from it, though it 
contains some express evidence of the divinity of 
Christ. ‘There seems no reason to think that Cle- 
ment suffered martyrdom. 

Dr. Whitby, in his “ Reply” to Dr. Waterland 8, 
asserts of Clement of Rome, that, “he constantly 
* separates Jesus Christ from that God whom he 
“ styles the true and only God, but never once calls 
‘‘ him God.” I should wish the reader to bear this 
observation in mind, and to pronounce upon the 
truth of it after he has read the following quotations 
from the Epistle. 

5. Clementis 1*. E’pistola, c. 2. p. 147-8. 

The construction of Clement’s words in the se- 
cond chapter obliges us to apply the term God to 
Jesus Christ, who suffered upon the cross. The 
first sentence of the chapter is this: “ Ye have all 


_f This invaluable present con- ten. See the account in the first 
sisted of the Alexandrian ma-_ translation of this Epistle made 
nuscript of the Old and New by William Burton in 1647. 
Testament, now in the British & Page 11. See Waterland’s 
Museum, at the end of which Works, vol. III. p. 225. 
the Epistle of Clement is writ- 
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“ been humble-minded, arrogant in nothing, subject- 
“ed rather than subjecting, giving rather than re- 
“ ceiving, being satisfied with the supplies sent from 
“ God: and paying careful attention to Hs words, 
“ ye have fixed them deeply in your minds, and Hs 
“ sufferings were before your eyes.” The person, 
whose words and sufferings had made such an im- 
pression upon them, is said to be God: and it is 
equally evident that the sufferings were those of 
Jesus Christ, who was therefore considered by Cle- 
ment to be God. 
6. Clementis 1*. E’pistola, c. 16. p. 156. 

The following passage may remind us of St. Paul’s 
words in Phil. ii. 6,7. “ For Christ belongs to the 
‘ humble-minded, who do not exalt themselves over 
* his flock. Our Lord Jesus Christ, the sceptre of 
“the majesty of God, did not come in the pomp of 
*“‘ splendour or of pride, although he might have 
“ done so, but humble,” &c.. This passage strongly 
confirms the usual interpretation of Phil. ii. 7. that 
the first humiliation of Christ consisted in his di- 
vesting himself of his divine nature and assuming 
the human. Clement expressly says, that Christ 
might have come in pomp and splendour, which 
power he could not have had, if he were a mere 
man, and had no existence prior to his human birth. 
Neither is it probable that Clement would have 
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called a mere man the sceptre of the majesty of 
God. | 

The passage may remind us of similar expressions 
in the Fathers: e. g. Justin Martyr*®: “ God sent 
*“ him to them: and was it, as: we might suppose of 
‘aman in regal power, to awe and to confound ? 
* by no means: but in gentleness and meekness.” 
Trenzeus!; “ For he might have come to us in his own 
_ “incorruptible glory, but we could not have borne 
“the greatness of his glory :” which words may re- 
mind us of the passage already quoted from Barna- 
bas, at p. 2. (c..5.) and of a still stronger passage in 
Origen™: “ Who [the Word] being in the begin- 
* ning with God——hbecame flesh, that he might be 
‘** comprehended by those who were not able to look 
‘at him, in that he was the Word, and was with 
*“ God, and was God.” And in another place®, 
*“ Coming down once to that which was not able to 
*“ look at the dazzling brightness of his divinity, he 
“ became in a manner flesh.” Tertullian says°, 
** God could not have entered into conversation with 
“men, unless he had assumed human feelings and 
“‘ affections, by which he could temper the greatness 
“of his majesty, that would have been intolerable 
“to human weakness, with a humility which might 
“ be unworthy of Him, but necessary for man.” See 
also Arnobius, N°. 344. It will perhaps be thought, 
that these later writers did not carry the doctrine of 
Christ’s divinity at all higher than it was maintained 
by Barnabas and Clement in the first century. 


k Epistola ad Diognetum. 7. Pibe LV. rep.’ s vt. 
:9B% © Adv. Marcion II. 27. p. 
1TV.938, 1. p.284. 395: 

™ Cont. Cels. VI. 68. p. 684. 
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7. Clementis 1%. Epistola, c. 22, p. 161. 

The preexistence of Christ, and his identity with 
the Jehovah of the Old Testament, is implied in the 
manner in which Clement quotes Psalm xxxiv. 11. 
Having given exhortations to moral conduct in the 
different relations of life, he says, “ But it is faith in 
“ Christ which confirmeth all these things: for he 
« himself thus calleth us by the Holy Ghost, Come 
“ye children,” &c® He then quotes the Psalm 
from the 11th to the 19th verse. 

It might perhaps be said, that the words in this 
Psalm were spoken by David, and not by God. This 
remark however does not affect the argument. Cle- 
ment considered that they were spoken by God: 
and since he says in this place that they were 
spoken by Christ, it is evident that in the opinion of 
Clement it was indifferent whether he referred them ~ 
to Jehovah or to Christ. It may be mentioned that 
Clement of Alexandria‘ makes a large extract from 
this part of the Epistle, and he quotes the passage 
before us thus: “ But it is faith in Christ which 
“ confirmeth all these things. Come ye children, 
“ saith the Lord, hearken unto me,” &c. The ex- 
tract 1s not given literally: but it is plain that 
Clement of Alexandria, as well as his namesake of 
Rome, made God the speaker of the words in Psalm 
Xxxiv.; and we have an equal testimony to the 
divinity of Christ, whether we refer the term Lord, 
which is used by Clement of Alexandria, to Jehovah 
or to Christ. If he meant Jehovah, he clearly under- 
stood Christ to be one with Jehovah: because the 
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passage before him, which he was quoting from 
Clement of Rome, attributes the words to Christ. 
If he meant Christ by the word Lord, he held the 
preexistence of Christ, and made him the source of 
inspiration to the Psalmist. 

8. Clementis 1°. Epistola, c. 32. p. 166. 

That Christ had another nature beside the hu- 
man, is also clearly implied by the expression, that 
“ Christ came of Abraham according to the flesh*.” 
It is needless to adduce similar’ passages from St. 
Paul’s Epistles, such as Rom. i. 3. ix. 5. &c. &c. in 
all of which the words according to the flesh must 
be taken to imply a descent from some other source 
which is not carnal. 

9. Clementis 1*. E’pistola, c. 36. p. 168. 

We may observe also, that Clement says of Christ 
—‘“ Who being the brightness of His majesty is so 
*“ much higher than the angels, as he hath by in- 
*‘ heritance obtained a more excellent name’:” which 
words are evidently taken from Heb. i. 3, 4.; and 
confirm the remark of Eusebius‘, that the style and 
expression of the two Epistles closely resemble each 
other, so that some persons had imagined that Cle- 
ment translated the Epistle to the Hebrews into 
Greek, it having been originally written by St. Paul 
in Hebrew. Whether the words, “ being the bright- 
“ ness of his majesty,” are equivalent to an assertion 
of the divinity of Christ, has been often discussed by 
the commentators upon the Epistle to the Hebrews: 
but we cannot fail to observe, that Clement also 


T°EE airod 6 Kupios *Iyoots 7d cyyéAwy, Oop dsacpopadrepoy OvOJAa KE~ 
KATA OUpKa. ; KANpOvopANnKeY. 
© *O¢ ay dmatyacua tho weya- = + H. EL III. 38. 


4 ~ 
Awovvns adtod TorevtTw peilov erry 


10 CLEMENS ROMANUS, A.D. 96. 


agrees with that Epistle in saying; that Christ was 
higher than the angels: so that we may collect from 
all these passages, that Christ had an existence prior 
to his human birth, that it was one of celestial 
splendour, that he was higher than angels: and if 
all this did not amount to a declaration of his divi- 
nity, we have seen that Clement actually calls him 
God. 

Eusebius, or rather an older writer quoted by him, 
in his Ecclesiastical History", says that Justin, Mil- 
tiades, Tatian, and Clement, all called Christ God. 
Dr. Routh, in his Reliquiz Sacre *, is inclined to 
understand this of Clement of Rome rather than of 
Clement of Alexandria. Eusebius certainly says, 
that the above writers were older than the time of 
Victor: and as Dr. Routh justly observes, Clement 
of Alexandria could not well be called older than 
the time of Victor, who was chosen to the see of 
Rome, A. D. 185. But the order in which the 
names are given seems rather to point out Clement 
of Alexandria. Had his namesake of Rome been 
intended, he should have been placed first, as being’ 
much the most ancient: and though Clement of 
Alexandria survived Victor, yet he most probably 
published his earlier works before the year in which 
Victor succeeded Eleutherus in the bishopric of 
Rome. 

Herm as, A. D. 100. 

The book ascribed to Hermas, entitled the Shep- 
herd, has been rejected by some critics as a spurious 
work. But we may say of it, as we did of the 
Epistle of Barnabas, that though it may not have 
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been really written by Hermas, yet it must have 
been written in the second century. We have in 
fact older testimony in favour of the Shepherd of 
Hermas than. of the Epistle of Barnabas; for it is 
quoted by Irenzus, who wrote before Clement of 
Alexandria. The latter writer cites several passages 
from this work, ascribing it by name to Hermas: so 
that we cannot well suppose it to have been written 
later than the middle of the second century. If it 
was really composed by the person, whose name it 
bears, it was probably written at the end of the first 
century, and this is the date which Lardner assigns 
to it. The learned have also disputed, whether the 
supposed author of this book was the Hermas men- 
tioned by St. Paul, Rom. xvi. 14. Origen Y thought 
that he was. 

‘“‘ The Shepherd of Hermas was written in Greek : 
“ but we have now only an ancient Latin version, 
*‘ beside some fragments of the Greek preserved in 
“ the ancient Greek authors who have quoted him. 
“ It consists of three books. In the first are four 
« Visions ; in the second, twelve Commands; in the 
“ third, ten Similitudes’.”. The language of this 
book is so mystical and figurative, that I shall only 
bring one testimony from it, the literal meaning of 
which it seems impossible to misunderstand. 
10. Herme Pastor, \. III. Simil. 9. §. 12. p. 118. 

“ The Son of God is more ancient than any cre- 
* ated thing, so that he was present in counsel with 
“his Father at the creation*.” This passage not 

Y In Rom. |. X. vol. IV. p. found in his Commentary upon 
683. Among the testimonies Matth. vol. III. p. 872. 
which Coteler has quoted from 2 Lardner, vol. II. p. 52. 
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only maintains the preexistence of Christ, but assigns 
to him an uncreated nature: for had he been him- 
self created, he would not have been older than all 
creation, but the oldest created thing: and the ex- 
pression would have been similar to what is said of 
the church in this same work, that “ it was created 
“ the first of all things’.” The passage may remind 
us of that expression of St. Paul, in which he calls 
Christ TPwoToToKOs aaons Kticews, the first-born, or first- 
begotten of every creature. Col.i.15. Had St. Paul 
said pares, the first, it might have been implied that 
Christ was himself created: but he uses a word, 
which, while it signifies the nature of the relation 
between the Son and the Father, puts the Son above 
every creature, not only in degree, but in kind: he 
was begotten before any thing was created. Thus 
Justin Martyr expressly calls him “ the first-begot- 
“ten of God, and before all created things °,” and 
again, “ he was begotten of the Father, and was 
“ with the Father before any thing was created “.” 
Origen makes God say of the Son, “ I have begotten 
“thee before every reasonable creature®;” and in 
another place he says, “ the image of the invisible 
“‘ God, begotten. before every creature, is incapable 
“ of death';” a position which would not be true, if 
Christ were created. That the Fathers did not un- 
derstand from this passage of St. Paul, that Christ 
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was a created being, seems evident from the fact, 
that when the Arians asserted Christ to be a crea- 
ture, xricua, Eusebius, who denied this, notices all 
the passages of scripture which might seem to sup- 
port the doctrine, but takes no notice of this. See 
Waterland’s Works, vol. 3. p. 35. 


IGNATIUS, A. D. 107. 

diane was bishop of Antioch. Theodoret® says 
that he was appointed by St. Peter, and the Apo- 
stolical Constitutions! say that it was by St. Paul. 
However this may have been, it seems certain that 
he succeeded Euodius in the see of Antioch, and 
probably about the year 69 or 70: according to 
which date he might easily have conversed with the 
apostles, as Chrysostom expressly says that he did *. 
Some writers have repeated the foolish story of 
his having been the child whom our Saviour took in 
his arms, Matt. xviii. 2. and of his receiving the 
name of Theophorus from this circumstance. That 
he had this title is true, but Pearson! has unan- 
swerably proved that the story is a fiction. 

He was sent from Antioch to Rome, to be exposed 
to wild beasts in the amphitheatre: and if we could 
ascertain the precise year of his martyrdom, we 
should also fix the date of his Epistles; for they 
were all written while he was on his journey to 
Rome. Some writers have assigned this event to 
the year 107™: while others have thought that it 


& Socrates, II. 21. p. 107. ! Vindic. Ignat. pars II. 12. 
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did not take place till 116". His epistles are seven 
in number, addressed to the churches of Ephesus, 
Magnesia, Tralles, Rome, Philadelphia, and Smyrna, 
and to his fellow-martyr Polycarp. The genuine- 
ness of these Epistles has been called in question ; 
but if ever there was a work, which from exhaust- 
ing the subject and compelling conviction might be 
pronounced unanswerable and unanswered, it is the 
Vindication of these Epistles by bishop Pearson °. 
The same opinion has been entertained by I. Vossius, 
Usher, Hammond, Petavius, Grotius, Bull, Cave, 
Wake, Cotelerius, Grabe, Du Pin, Tillemont, Le 
Clerc, Lardner, Horsley, &c. &c. These are great 
names, the authority of which can hardly be set 
aside by that of Salmasius, Blondel, and Dallzus, 
who have rejected the Epistles, although we may 
add Dr. Priestley to the number, who has told us 
that “the genuineness of them is generally given up 
“ by the learned.” This presumptuous falsehood is 
~ chastised, as it deserved, by Horsley’, to whom the 
reader is referred for an account of the larger or 
interpolated edition of Ignatius, which was published 
for the first time in 1557, and of the shorter or 
genuine edition, which was published by I. Vossius 
in 1646. It may be added, that though Dr. Priestley 
made this unwarrantable assertion, he allowed that 
the proofs of our Lord’s divinity which Horsley ad- 
duced from Ignatius were true according to our 
present copies. 

ll. Lgnatu Hpist. ad Eph. c. 1. vol. I: p.11. 

The first Epistle of Ignatius is addressed to the 

n Pearson, Lloyd, Pagi, Le Ignatii, 1672. 
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Ephesians, and the title of it contains the following 
words: “ Ignatius—to the church at Ephesus— 
** which was preordained before the worlds—accord- 
“ing to the will of the Father and of Jesus Christ 
“our God4.” The same expression of “ Jesus 
*« Christ our God” occurs in the title of the Epistle 
of Ignatius to the Romans, p. 25. 

The Epistle begins thus: “ I approve in God of 
“the much beloved name which ye have justly ob- 
** tained, by faith and love in Jesus Christ our Sa- 
*‘viour. Being imitators of God, having animated 
** yourselves by the blood of God, ye have performed 
“‘ perfectly the congenial work'.” In this passage 


the term 4/ood obliges us to refer the annexed term - 


God to Jesus Christ, who shed his blood for us. 
The blood of God is certainly a very strong expres- 
sion: but it was not unusual with the Fathers; and 
seems to afford an additional confirmation of the 
received reading in Acts xx. 28. feed the church of 
God, which He hath purchased with His own blood. 

Instead of Qc, God, in Acts xx. 28. some MSS. 
and other authorities read Kupisv, Lord, and Kupiov 
kat Qe, Lord and God: for the reading éxxAyciav 
Xpiotod, church of Christ, being supported by no 
Greek MS. whatever, does not deserve to be con- 
sidered. Of the two other readings, the only one 
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which requires us to weigh the evidence is that of 
Kupiov, Lord: for divinity will be equally attributed 
to Christ, whether St. Paul called him God, or Lord 
and God. of x 

Of the two readings, God dvd hore it may be 
observed, that the Vatican. MS. which is perhaps of 
the highest authority and antiquity of all, has Oeov, 
God. The MS. was examined in this passage for 
the London edition of Griesbach’s New Testament 
published in 1818, and is found to contain this read- 
ing’; of which the Unitarian translators appear not to 
have been aware, who say in p. 331. of their Lm- 
proved Version, “ that the received text rests upon 
“the authority of no MS. of note or value.” This 
is also the reading of the oldest MSS. of the Syriac 
version, which is supposed to have been made early 
in the second century, if not at the end of the first. 
Thus, though the authority for Kupicv, Lord, is also 
very respectable, the oldest MS. and the oldest version 
support the reading of 9%, God: to which it may 
be added, that the expression, church of God, occurs 
in not fewer than eleven passages of St. Paul’s Epi- 
stles; whereas the phrase, church of the Lord, 
occurs nowhere in the New Testament. 

It comes more within the object of the present 
work to shew what is the authority for either read- 
ing, according to the quotations which the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers have made of this passage. The 
usual statement is, that Ignatius and Tertullian 
support the received reading—the church of God, 
and that Irenzeus quotes it the church of the Lords. 


* See Monitum ante Pref. proved Version say, that “the 


p. il. ‘* word Lord is supported by 
s Horne’s Introduction, II. ‘‘ citations from the early eccle- 
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But the truth is, that Irenzeus is the only one of the 
Fathers of the three first centuries, who quotes the 


passage at length, and he certainly quotes it the . 


church of the Lord*. We must remember however 
that the original Greek of Irenzeus is lost, and all 
that remains is a Latin translation, which, although 
very ancient, is not sufficiently accurate for us to 
trust to it in the question of a various reading. For 
in some places, where fragments of the Greek have 
been preserved, we can prove that the translator con- 
founded the terms Lord and God, God and Christ, 
&c. &c. and substituted one for the other. Thus at 
p. 296", we read in the Greek, “ the art and wisdom 
“of God :” but in the Latin, “ the wisdom of the 
“ Tord.” At p. 294%, the Greek has “ the body 
“ and blood of the Lord:” but the Latin reads, “ the 
“ body and blood of Christ.” At p. 3Y, Irenzus 
“ speaks of blasphemy against Christ:” but. his 
translator renders it “ blasphemy against God.” The 
translator being proved to have made these substi- 
tutions, we cannot make much, use of his authority 
in deciding the proper reading of Acts xx. 28. and 
I cannot help quoting another passage from Irenzus, 
which shews what his own opinion was concerning 
the divinity of that person who redeemed us by his 
blood. He says’, “ Remember then that you have 
“ been redeemed by the flesh of our Lord, and re- 
“stored by his blood, and holding the head from 
“< which all the body of the church knit together 
« increaseth, (Col. ii. 19.) both confess him to be 
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« God, and firmly acknowledge his human na- 
“< ture fa 

There is however one passage quoted from a Post- 
Nicene Father, which, though it does not properly 
come within the scope of this work, may be noticed 
here, because, if the quotation were admitted, we 
could scarcely entertain a doubt, but that the ex- 
pression blood of God was nowhere to be found in 
the scriptures. In a note to the Improved Version 
it is said, that “ the expression the blood of God is 
rejected with horror by Athanasius, as an invention 
“of the Arians :” and we may understand the author 
of this note better by referring to Mr. Belsham’s 


~ Calm Inquiry,” published in 1817. At p. 141 of 


that work he has the following passage: ‘ Our 
“‘ scriptures, says Athanasius, nowhere mention the 
“ blood of God. Such impudent expressions are 
“ only used by Arians:” and in the note he gives 
the original thus; “ Ovdapod dé aiua Ocov Kab pati 
 qapadedoxact at ypapai “Apecvev Ta Toate ToAMAKaTO. 
« Athanas. cont. Apollin. apud Wetstein. in loc.” 
This seems very strong and very decisive. But Mr. 
Belsham had better have looked into the work of 
Athanasius than have copied from Wetstein. It is 
true that Wetstein in his edition of the New Testa- 
ment does give the quotation in these words: but it 
is also true, that they are not the words of Athana- 
sius. Wetstein inserted xaf yuas from his own head, 
and left out the words d/ya capxos, upon which the 
whole meaning of the passage turns. In the Greek 
of Athanasius” it is thus; Ovdemod 08 aiua Oeod dina 


@ Et Deum confitens, et ho- > Contra Apol. II. 14. p. 
minem ejus firmiter excipiens. 951. 
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TapKos TapadedoKacly al yoapat, 7 Qeov Sina cupKos mabovra 
Kat avactayra Apedvoy Tx ToaiTa ToAunuara: which 
means in English, (Mr. Belsham will pardon my 
translating it,) “ Zhe scripiures nowhere speak of 
“the blood of God without flesh :” i. e. without 

adding something which implies the incarnation of 
God; “nor of God suffering and rising again 
* without flesh: they are Arians who venture to 
“ use such expressions.” Mr. Belsham was proba- 
bly not aware, that this work of Athanasius was 
written against the Apollinarian heretics, who nearly 
resembled the Sabellians and Patripassians, and held 
that God, not as united to man, but in His own 
unmixed essential Deity, suffered on the cross and 
died. Athanasius therefore asserts in this book, that 
the scriptures never speak of Jesus suffering as God, 
but in his human nature ; or, as he says in the pas- 
sage misquoted by Mr. Belsham, that “the scrip- 
“tures never speak of the blood of God without 
“ mentioning or implying his flesh °:” and my read- 
ers will hardly believe, that in the very next sen- 
tence he goes on to say— but the holy scriptures 
“ sneaking of God in the flesh, and of the flesh of 
‘“* God when he became man, do mention the blood 
“and sufferings and resurrection of the body of 
© God :” ai d€ dyion ypapai ev capki Qeov Kat capxos Oeai 


/ / c \ / De / 
avOpwmov YEVOMEVOU Ober Kab mados Kal AVOTTAC HY KYPUTTOUCE 


© Thus Irenzus says, that ‘“ it 
“‘ was neither a mere man who 
“* saves us, nor vet without flesh.” 
—neque homo tantum erit qui 
salvat nos, neque sine carne. III. 
20, 4. p. 214. and again, that 
“< we are not to think him mere- 
‘*ly a man, nor yet suspect him 


* from his name Emmanuel to 
“be God without flesh,” uti non 
——nude solummodo eum ho- 
minem intelligeremus; neque 
rursus per nomen Emmanuel 
sine carne eum Deum suspicare- 
mur, If]. ar, 4. p: 247. 
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cwpatos Bev. So much for the accuracy of Mr. Bel- 
sham’s quotation, and for the assertion of the Uni- 
tarian translators, that the expression ‘ the blood of 
“‘ God is rejected with. horror by Athanasius!” to 
which I may add, that Athanasius himself quotes 
the passage from Acts xx. 28. more than once, and 
expressly reads the church of God. 

We will now try the accuracy of another assertion 
of the Unitarian translators, that the expression 
“ the blood of God is not quoted by the earliest 
“ ecclesiastical writers.” We have already seen that 
Ignatius uses this expression in his Epistle to the 
Ephesians: and in his Epistle to the Romans he 
says, “ I long for the bread of God, heavenly bread, 
‘‘ the bread of life, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ, 
“ the Son of God‘, who was born in later times of 
“ the seed of David; and I long for the cup of God, 
“ his blood ©.” 

Clement of Alexandria speaks of “ the power of 
“ God the Father and the blood of God the Son ‘.” 

Tertullian says; “ I well know, we are not our 
* own, but bought with a price: and what sort of 
“price? the blood of Gods.” It is this passage 
which has caused Tertullian to be named as reading 
the words the church of God in Acts xx. 28. but 


4 [ believe the true transla- 


tion to be—** Jesus Christ, the 
“© Son, who is God, who was 
‘“* born,” &c. but since the words 
will bear the other construction, 
I do not wish to quote them as 
proving the divinity of Christ. 
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airod refers to’Incod Xpirtod. c. 7. 
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€ Quod sciam, non sumus. 
nostri, sed pretio empti: et quali 
pretio?. sanguine Dei. Ad Uxo- 


rem, II. 3. p. 168. 
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his words bear such a direct reference to another 
text, 1 Cor. vi. 19, 20, that we cannot say whether 
he had the words of St. Paul to the Milesians also 
in his mind. 
~ Origen upon those words of Psalm Ixxi. 19. “ Thy 
“<< righteousness also, O God, is very high, who hast 
“done great things,” &c. remarks, “ having given 
“peace by His blood to the things in heaven and 
“in earth.” The pronoun His can only refer to 
God, who had done great things: but we may ob- 
serve, that Origen’s commentary is a manifest allu- 
sion to Col. i. 20. “ having made peace through the 
“ blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things 
“unto himself: by him, whether they be things in 
“ earth, or things in heaven :” in which passage it 
is difficult to decide the person to whom elpyvoranoas 
having made peace, and atrsi his are to be referred. 

Origen, like other commentators, considered the 
Song of Solomon to refer to the union of Christ and 
his church ; and upon those words, v..10. “ My be- 
“ loved is white and ruddy,” he says, referring them 
to Christ ; “ whete, because he was very God: and 
“ ruddy, on account of the blood which was shed 
“ for the church'.” This passage might seem par- 
ticularly to contain an allusion to Acts xx. 28. on 
account of the church being mentioned in connexion 
with the blood of God. 
_ Dionysius of Alexandria says, “« The holy blood of 
« our God Jesus Christ is not corruptible, nor the 
“ blood of a mortal man like ourselves, but of very 
s§ Sahay * 
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Having already mentioned the assertion of the 
Unitarian translators, that “ the blood of God is not 
“ quoted by the earliest ecclesiastical writers,” I 


leave the reader to draw his inference as to the © 


accuracy of the remark ; and only observe, that these 
passages alone might seem sufficient to prove, that 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers believed in the divinity of 
Christ. That they believed him, who shed his blood 
on the cross, to be God in some sense or other, can- 
not be denied: it is for our opponents to prove, that 
they did not believe him to be verily and essentially 
God. 
12. Ignatiu Epist. ad Eph. c. 7. p. 13. 

In the same Epistle, having warned the Ephesians 
to beware of those, who taught false doctrines, and 
whom he considered almost incurable, he says, 
«‘ There is one Physician, fleshly and spiritual, made 
‘‘ and not made, God born in the flesh, true life in 
© death, both of Mary and of God, first capable of 
suffering, and then incapable!.” There is little to 


avOpinov Kal? yuds Ovytot, adAra& begotten and not begotten, yevq- 
Bet aAaydwod. ¢. Paul. Samos. do and a&yévytes meant made or 
Quest. IV. p. 237. created, and not made or not 

1 Eig iatpds eotiy capxixos tre xat created. We should therefore 
TVEVMATLKOG, yevyntos Kal AYEVYNTO, Say of the Son, that he was yev- 
éy capkh yevouevos Beds, ev Oavdrw vytds not yevytes, 1. e. he was 
Son arnOivn, kat éx Mapiac kal é« begotten of the Father, not made 
Ocod, mpartoy wabyntss kal rote awa- or created: and that he was 
67s. The commentators are in ayévyros but not ayéwytos. The 
doubt whether toread yevyr3g and two terms however, as observed 
ayentos, or yevyntos and Gyevyntos above, were sometimes con- 
in this place. There isno doubt, founded: thus the Son was said 
that after the council of Nice to be dyévyres, by which it was 
the difference between thesetwo not meant that he was not be- 
expressions was carefully ob- gotten; but that he was not cre- 
served; but earlier writerssome- ated: and Origen was greatly 
times confounded them. The censured for calling the Son 
difference seems to have been  yevytd¢ @eds" though he certainly 
that yevyyros and ayéwyres meant did not mean, that he was a 
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observe upon these words, which expressly assert 
the two natures of Christ, except that they may 
remind us of the passage in John i. 14. “ The Word 
« was made flesh, and dwelt among us :” and they 
may also seem to support the received. reading in 
1 Tim. ii. 16. God was manzfest in the flesh, which 
I shall have occasion to notice more at length in a 
future page. 
13. Lgnatu Hpist. ad Eph. c. 18. p. 15. 

After quoting from St. Paul, (1 Cor. i. 20.) “ Where 
“1s the wise, where is the disputer ? where is the 
“ boasting of those who are called intelligent ?” he 
adds, “‘ for our God Jesus Christ was conceived by 
“« Mary, according to the dispensation of God, of the 
*‘ seed indeed of David, but of the Holy Ghost™.” 

14. Lenati Epist. ad Eph. c. 19. p. 16. 

In the next chapter he alludes to the star, which 
guided the wise men to Bethlehem, and mentions 
some extraordinary circumstances, which he con- 
ceived either figuratively or literally to have attend- 
ed its appearance : “ Then,” he says, “ all magic art 
“‘ was destroyed, and every bond of iniquity was 
“abolished; ignorance was put away, the old 


created God; for in one of his 
works (c. Cels. VI. 17. p. 643.) 
he expressly calls him ayévyroy, 
uncreated: The fact is, that Ori- 
gen, like the writers before and 
after him, used the terms with- 
out reflection, and it is probable 
that Ignatius did so in this place, 
where he wished to mark the 
antithesis of the two natures in 
Christ, according to one of which 
he might be said to be made, 
like any other man, but accord- 
ing to his divine nature, he was, 


like God, uncreated. See Bull, 

Defens. Sect. II. c. 2. §. 6. and 

c.g. §. 9. Huet. Origeniana, IT. 

Quest. 2. §. 23. Suicer in voc. 

ayevntos and yevnréc, and Water- 

land, IV. p. 239, 260. Instead ” 
of év capkl yevouevos @edg in the 

above quotation, Athanasius, 

Theodoret, and Gelasius read év 
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« kingdom was destroyed, when God was manifested 
‘‘ humanly for the newness of eternal life ".” 
15. Ignatii Epist.ad Magnes. c. 6. p. 19. 

The preexistence of Christ in union with the Fa- 
ther is asserted in the following passage, where 
speaking of Christ, Ignatius adds, “ who was with 
‘‘ the Father before the worlds, and appeared at the 
“rend”?. re 

16. Ignatiu Hpist. ad Trall. c.7. p. 23. 

Having warned the people of 'Tralles to beware of 
heretics, Ignatius has these words, “ Keep yourselves 
* then from such men: and you will do this, if ye 
“are not puffed up, and if ve do not separate from 
** God Jesus Christ ?.” 

17. Lgnati Epist. ad Rom. c. 3. p. 26-7. 

The title of the Epistle to the Romans has been 
alluded to above at p. 15. In-the third chapter he 
exhorts the Romans to pray for him, that he might 
be a Christian, not outwardly only, but inwardly ; 
“ That I may not only be called a Christian, but 
“‘ really proved to beso; for if I am proved, I may 
“ easily have the name, and may be faithful even 
“¢ when I make no appearance to the world ; nothing 
“ that is seen is eternal: for the things which are 
“* seen are for a season only, but those which are not. 
‘“‘ seen are eternal: for our God Jesus Christ is rather 
*‘ seen by his existence in the Father 4.” 


This pas- 
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sage is somewhat obscure and difficult to be trans- 
lated, but the meaning of Ignatius seems to have 
been this. Having said, that whatever is visible to 
the eye is not eternal, he was aware that it might 
be said, that Jesus Christ, since he became visible to 
us in the flesh, is not eternal. He therefore guards 
against such an inference by saying, that though 
Jesus Christ had been really and actually seen in 
his human nature, yet the only way in which we 
can fitly contemplate him is as existing in the Fa- 
ther: and thus his former remark holds good. Jesus 
Christ was seen in the flesh, for a season only: but 
as existing in the Father, and partaking of His 
godhead, he cannot be seen, and is eternal. In 
whatever manner we translate the sentence, Igna- 
tius expressly says, that Christ is God, and that he 
is in the Father. - 
18. Lgnatu Epist. ad Rom. c. 6. p. 28-9. 

Being now on his journey to Rome, whither he 
‘was going that he might be exposed to wild beasts 
in the Amphitheatre, he tells his brethren at Rome 
not to make any interest for his life ; he was willing 
to die: “ Suffer me to catch the pure light; when I 
“ am arrived thither, I shall be a man of God: per- 
“ mit me to imitate the suffering of my God".” It 
need not be observed that he alludes’ to the suffer- 
ings of God the Son. 

19. Lgnati Epist. ad Smyrn. c. 1. p. 33. 

This Epistle begins with an express declaration 
of the divinity of Christ. “TI glorify Jesus Christ, 
“the God who hath endued you with such wisdom *.” 
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20. Lgnatu Kpist. ad Smyrn. c. 10. p. 37. 

«“ As to Philo, and Rhéus, and Agathopus, who 
“have followed me in preaching the word of God, 
‘“‘ ye have done well in receiving them as ministers 
“ of Christ | our] God *.” 

21. Legnati Epist. ad Polycarp. c. 3. p. 40. 

It is unquestionable that Ignatius refers the fol- 
lowing expressions to Christ: ‘“‘ Wait for him who 
“is beyond all time, eternal, invisible; who for our 
“ sakes became visible; who was not tangible; who 
“ was incapable of suffering, and for our sakes suf- 
“ fered; who endured in various ways for us".” It 
is equally certain, that these expressions maintain 
the eternity of Christ as well retrospectively as pro- 
spectively, and the union of the two natures in him. 
Irenzus seems to have imitated this, when he says 
of Christ, “‘ He is in all respects also a man, the 
“ creature of God; and therefore, summing up man- 
‘* kind in himself, the invisible became visible, the 
“incomprehensible became comprehensible, the im- 
“‘ passible became passible, and the Word became 
© man*:” and in another place, “ The Word, natu- 
“rally imvisible, who became palpable and visible 
“‘ amongst men, and descended even to death Y.” 


t 
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x In omnibus autem est et 
homo, plasmatio Dei; et ho- 
minem ergo in semetipsum re- 
capitulans est, invisibilis visibi- 


factus comprehensibilis, et im- 
passibilis passibilis, et Verbum 
homo. III. 16. 6. p. 206. 

y Et hujus Verbum, natura- 
liter quidem invisibilem, pal- 
pabilem et visibilem in homini- 
bus factum, et usque ad mor- 
tem descendisse. IV. 24. 2. p. 
260. 
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Ignatu Epist. ad Polycarp. c. ult. p. 42. 
He ends the Epistle to Polycarp with praying for 


his health “in our God Jesus Christ ”.” 
cae ich AO IN 

Having now finished the quotations from what 
are called the apostolic Fathers, I cannot help bring- 
ing forward two assertions which have been. made 
within the last half century by two writers of con- 
siderable note among the Unitarians. Lindsey, in 
p- 158. of his Apology, uses these words: ‘ Those 
“ very early Fathers, Ireneeus and Justin Martyr, 
“ although free from any thing bordering on such 
* extravagancies, [those of the Docetz, | did never- 
“theless contribute to bring into Christianity the 
“ Platonic doctrine of a second God, which they 
“had learnt before their conversion to the faith.” 
The passage is rather oddly worded; but the mean- 
ing of it is plain, that Justin (for he wrote before 
Irenzeus) was the first of the Fathers who speaks of 
Christ as God. Dr. Priestley * expresses himself more 
plainly, and says, that “we find nothing like di- 
“ vinity ascribed to Jesus Christ before Justin 
“© Martyr.” 

I do not wish to enter into any examination of 
these sentiments. I have laid before the reader, and 
I trust not unfairly, the words of those writers who 
lived before the time of Justin Martyr, and the 
reader will decide whether Mr. Lindsey and Dr. 
Priestley have given a true account of the doctrine 
of the apostolic Fathers. But there is another as- 

% *Epsdcbau tudc uc wayrdc év ‘no such doctrine as those of 
Bes gudy Inood XpictS evryoprcs. ‘¢ the divinity or preexistence of 

4 History of Corruptions, vol. ‘ Christ.” History of early 


I. p. 32. He says of the Epistle Opinions, I. p. 93. 
of Clement, that “it contains 
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sertion of Dr. Priestley, which may be refuted more 
precisely. He says, “that Justin Martyr is the first 
“ writer who mentions the miraculous conception >.” 
The reader is referred to the words of Ignatius, 
given at N°. 12. and 13. which surely shew that 
this writer believed Mary to have been a virgin: 
and in another place® Ignatius says, that “ the vir- 
“ ginity of Mary was unknown to the prince of 
“this world.” He also alludes to the star which 
appeared at the birth of Christ, which shews that 
he believed the beginning of St. Matthew’s cniges 
to be genuine. 


JUSTIN Martyr. A. D. 150. 


Justin Martyr was born in Flavia Neapolis, the 
place which was anciently called Sychem, in Sa- 
maria ; and, according to Fabricius, his birth took 
place about the year 89, though others place it 
later. After having studied philosophy in various 
schools, he was converted to Christianity, as some 4 
think, about the year 133. The principal works of 
his, which have come down to us, are two Apolo- 
gies, or Defences of Christianity, presented to Ro- 
man emperors ; and a Dialogue, or Disputation, with 
Trypho, a Jew. ‘The first Apology is supposed by 
some critics to have been presented to the emperor 
Antoninus Pius in the year 140, but others® bring 
it down to 150. After this he went again to Asia, 
where he held his disputation with Trypho, for 
which two very different dates are assigned, some f 
ascribing it to the year 140, others % to 155. Coming 


> History of early Opinions, —* Tillemont. Grabe. 
vol. IV. p. 107. ' Pagi. Basnage. 
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to Rome a second time, he presented his second 
Apology to the emperor M. Aur. Antoninus, pro- 
bably about the year 162. That he died a martyr 
for the Christian faith is an undoubted fact, as is 
shewn by the name which he always bears. His 
death is supposed by some! to have happened in 
164, by others! in 168. | 
These dates, though they differ so much from 
one another, sufficiently confirm the assertion of 
Methodius * and Eusebius!, that Justin was not far 
removed from the apostolic times. His first work 
was written in the former part of the second cen- 
tury, when many persons must have been alive who 
had seen the apostles ;; at all events the interval was 
not so great as to allow the probability of his intro- 
ducing any new doctrines of his own. We have 
seen that. Mr. Lindsey accused him of having done 
so, by “ bringing into Christianity the Platonic doc- 
“ trine of a second God.” Had we found no traces 
of Jesus being called God either in the New Testa- 
ment, or in the works of the apostolic Fathers, it 
would have been difficult, perhaps impossible, to re- 
fute this assertion. As it is, the truth or falsehood 
of it will appear by an examination of the writings 
of those who preceded him; and Mr. Lindsey him- 
self must be cited as a witness to the fact, that Jus- 
tin Martyr at least speaks of Christ as God. Dr. 
Priestley indeed says ™, “ We can hardly doubt (whe- 
“ther Justin confesses it or not) that the doctrine 
“of the simple humanity of Christ must have been 
“the prevailing one in his time.” Now, with Dr. 
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Priestley’s permission, I would observe, that what 
he seems to treat as an unimportant point, viz. whe- 
ther Justin asserts it or not, is a point of the great- 
est importance; or rather it is the only means which 
we have of judging of the accuracy of his statement. 
For his assertion reduces him to this alternative. 
If the simple humanity of Christ was the prevailing 
doctrine of Justin’s days, the works of Justin must 
contain that doctrine. If he admits that they do 
not, but contends that Justin did not speak the sen- 
timents of his contemporaries, | then ask, how are 
we to know what was the doctrine of those days, 
when no other works of the first forty years of the 
second century have come down to us, except those 
of Justin Martyr? It must therefore be important 
to decide the fact, whether Justin did or did not 
believe in the simple humanity of Christ: and the 
following quotations may perhaps assist us in coming 
to a conclusion. | 

We may also remember the assertion of Eusebius, 
which has been before alluded to, that Justin, Mil- 
tiades, &c. all spoke of Christ as God: so that Eu- 
sebius at least was not of the same opinion as Dr. 
Priestley. But one of the most daring assertions ever 
uttered is made by Dr. Priestley in another place ®, 
where, speaking of the miraculous conception, he 
represents Justin Martyr as saying to a Jew, “ that 
“he was at full liberty to think as he should see 
“‘ reason to do on that subject; and that he might 
“be as good a Christian as the Ebionites were be- 
“ fore him, though he should believe no more of the 
*“‘ miraculous conception than they had done.” This 


" History of early Opinions, IV. p. 13. 
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is an entire invention. Justin, throughout his Dia- 
logue with Trypho, never makes any concession of 
the kind: on the contrary, he frequently insists on 
the miraculous conception as a necessary article of 
belief. References to the passages may be found in 
the note °. 

The reader is also referred to Dr. Waterland for 
an able exposition of the doctrine of Justin Martyr 
concerning the divinity of Christ. III. p. 249. &c. 

23. Justin. Apol. 1*. c. 63. p. 81. 

This first quotation is taken from the Apology or 
Defence which, as stated above, Justin Martyr pre- 
sented in the year 140, or 150, to the emperor An- 
toninus Pius, and, im fact, to the senate and people 
of Rome. ! 

Like many other of the Fathers, he conceived 
that it was Christ who talked with Moses out of 
the bush; and he condemns the Jews for confound- 
ing God the Father with His Son. “ The Jews, who 
“ think that it was always God the Father who 
“‘ spoke to Moses, (whereas he who spoke to him 
“ was the Son of God, who is also called an Angel, 
* and an Apostle ?,) are justly convicted both by the 
“ prophetical spirit’, and by Christ himself, for 
“ knowing neither the Father nor the Son. For 


© Dial. cum Tryph. c. 43. 
Bribe petct.c..63...p.. 16.0.) c:. 66. 
eye Gs) BR. |, Gx 70. 
Bik 29 Gi.9 45 De TOT. 3: 

P Adtos yeep amayyéerrcs tou det 
quacOivas, kal amorté\neTas panv- 
cov boa ayyéAreta:. Justin. ib. 
When. he says that Christ is 
called an Angel, he alludes to 
Exod. iii. 2. Isaiah ix. 6. (ac- 
cording to the Septuagint,) Ixiil. 
9. Mal. ii. 1. As to his being 


called an Apostle, he must al- 
lude to Heb. iii. 1. which is the 
only place in the scriptures in 
which Christ is called an Apo- 
stle; though the promise of the 
Shiloh, or the Sent, must have 
made the Jews acquainted with 
this as one of the titles of the 
Messiah. 

4 In allusion to Isaiah i. 3. 
and Matt. xi. 27. as he himself 
tells us. 
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“‘ they, who say that the Son is the Father, are con- 
“ victed of neither knowing the Father, nor of un-. 
“ derstanding that the God of the universe has a 
Son: who being the first-born Word of God, is 
also God. And formerly he appeared to Moses 
‘“‘ and to the other prophets in the form of fire and 
“an incorporeal image: and now in the time of 
“ your empire, becoming man by a virgin, accord- 
“ing to the Father’s will, he endured to be de- 
** spised and to ues for the salvation of those who 
“ believe in him *, 

We need not enter into the inquiry wHeeheN Jus- 
tin was right in considering it to have been Christ 
who spoke to Moses. The change of person from 
the Angel of the Lord to the Lord himself in this 
place, and in Gen. xix. and elsewhere, shews that 
something more was intended than an ordinary re- 
velation by one of the ministering and created spi- 
rits. The explanation given by Justin Martyr and 
the other Fathers may perhaps be the true one: 
but it is sufficient for our purpose that they held 
such a notion; which they could not have done, if 
they believed in the simple humanity of Christ. 
Could Christ have said, J am the God of Abra- 
ham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, 
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if he had not been very God, one with the Father ? 
Or could he have spoken to Moses at all, if he had 
no existence previous to his birth at Bethlehem ? 
Justin believed that it was Christ who spoke these 
words: he therefore believed that Christ was the 
Jehovah of the Old Testament; and as he says ex- 
pressly in the passage quoted above, bemng the first- 
born Word of God, he is also God. 

Having stated that all the early Fathers agreed 
with Justin Martyr in referring these manifestations 
of Jehovah in the Old Testament to God the Son, 
I must interrupt the series of quotations for a short 
time in order to prove this point: but the instances 
being so many, I shall only mention a few of them, 
marking the passages in the Old Testament, and 
giving references to the works of the Fathers, in 
which these interpretations may be found. 

It was Christ who talked with Adam, Gen. iii. 8, 9. 
where the person is said to be the Lord God. v. 
Theophil. in Autol. II. 22. Tertull. adv. Prax. c+16: 
p. 509. Irenzeus, IV. 10. p. 239. 

It was Christ who spoke to Noah, Gen. vi. 13. 
Trenzeus, IV. 10. 

It was Christ who went down to confound the 
tongues at Babel, Gen. xi. 5. where it is said that it 
was the Lord. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. 
p- 220. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16. p. 509. Novatian. 
c. 25. p. 723. 

It was Christ who “appeared ts Abram, and 
“said unto him, I am the Almighty God.” Gen. 
xvii. 1. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. 
Clem. Alex. Peed. I. 7. p. 131. 

It was Christ who appeared to Abrabans, in the 
plains of Mamre, Gen. xviii. 1. where he is called the 
Lord, and the Judge of all the earth, ver. 25. Jus- 
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tin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 56. p.152. Clem. Alex. 
Ped. I. 7. p. 131. Tertull. adv. Marc. III. 9. p. 402. 
Origen. in Gen. Hom. IV. 3. 

It was Christ who rained fire upon Sodom, Gen. 
xix. 24. The Fathers particularly mention the ex- 
pression, “then the Lord rained upon Sodom and 
“ upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord.” 
Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 56. p. 152: c. 127. 
p. 221. Irenzus, III. 6, p.180. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
13, 16. p. 507, 509. 

It was Christ who tempted Abraham, Gen. xxii. 
Origen. in Gen. Hom. VIII.8. Cyp. Test. II. 5. p. 286. 

It was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxviii. 
13. where the person calls himself “ the Lord God 
«of Abraham, and the God of Isaac.” Justin M. 
Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 156. Clem. Alex. Peed. 
Dt oat 

It was Christ who spoke to Jacob in a dream, 
Gen. xxxi. 11, 13. where he calls himself the God 
of Bethel. (see Gen. xxviii. 13, 19.) Justin M. Dial. 
cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155. Cyp. Test. II. 5. Nova- 
tian. c. 27. p. 725. 

It was Christ who wrestled with Jacob, Gen. xxxii. 
24. where it is expressly said that he was God, ver. 
28, 30. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155, 
156. c. 125. p. 218. Irenzus, p. 239. Clem. Alex. 
Ped. I. 7. p. 132. Concil. Antioch. (Relig. Sacr. If. 
p- £70.) 

It was Christ who appeared to Jacob. Gen. xxxv. 
1, 9. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155. 
where he says, “he is called God, and is God, and 
“ will be’.” Cyp. Test. II. 6. 

It was Christ who appeared to Moses 1 in the bush, 
Exod. iii. 2. where the person calls himself “ the 
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“ God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the 
“ God of Jacob:” and at ver. 14. “I am that I 
«< am.” Justin M. Apol. I. 62. p. 80. Dial. cum Tryph. 
c. 60. p. 157. Irenzeus, IV. 10, 12. Clem. Alex. Co- 
hort. ad Gent. p. 7. Tertull. c. Jud. c. 9. p. 194. 

It was Christ who said to Moses, (Exod. xx. 2.) 
“ Tam the Lord thy God, which have brought thee 
“out of the land of Egypt.” Clem. Alex. Peed. 
Levys pe 130: 

It was Christ who spoke to Moses, Levit. vi. 1. 
and consequently who delivered the whole of the 
law. Origen. in Levit. Hom. IV. init. 

It was Christ who appeared to Joshua near Je- 
richo, Josh. v.13. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 62. 
p. 159-60. 

These instances might be multiplied so as to make 
a volume; but enough perhaps has been said to shew, 
that ali the Fathers agreed in entertaining the same 
opinion‘. I[ again repeat, that I am not concerned 
to inquire into the soundness of this opinion: but 
the Fathers, who held it, could. not have believed that 
Christ was a mere man, nor even an angel: they 
assert over and over again, that the person who ap- 
peared to the patriarchs could not be an angel, be- 
cause he is called God and Jehovah: and they as 
expressly assert, that he who revealed himself as 
God and Jehovah, was not the Father, but the Son. 
See Bull, Defens. Sect. [V. 3. and Waterland’s Works, 
IT. p. 20. | 

We will now return to the testimonies from Justin 
‘Martyr. 


t Philo Judzus also said, that vids. St. Paul himself seems to 
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24. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 34. p. 130. 

One of Justin’s longest works is a Dialogue or 
Disputation which he held at Ephesus with a Jew, 
named Trypho, in the year 140 or 155. After hav- 
ing shewn that the Jews misinterpreted many pas- 
sages of Scripture, he brings forward the 72d Psalm, 
beginning with “ Give the king thy judgments.” 
His words are, “ Where it is said, O God, give thy 
«judgment to the king, since Solomon was a king, 
“ you think that the Psalm was spoken in. honour 
“‘ of him; whereas the words of the Psalm expressly 
‘«‘ declare that it is spoken in honour of the eternal 
* King, that is, Christ: for Christ is declared to be 
“a King, and a Priest, and God, and Lord, and 
« Angel, and Man, and Chief-captain, and a Stone, 
* and a Child born; and first made capable of suf- 
‘fering, then returning into heaven, and again 
* coming hither with glory, and in possession of the 
“eternal kingdom, as I prove from all the Scrip- 
“tures".” He then quotes the whole Psalm; and 
having finished it, he shews that though Solomon 
was a great king, there are many expressions in the 
Psalm which did not apply to Solomon, and were 
never fulfilled in him. 

All Christian writers, ancient and modern, have 
agreed in interpreting this prophetical Psalm of the 
reign of the Messiah: but what we have chiefly to 
observe in the comment of Justin Martyr is, that he 
not only calls Christ the eternal king, but he ex- 
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pressly calls him God; and when he speaks of his 
ascension into heaven, he not merely says that he 
went thither, but that he returned thither, as in 
John vi. 62. thereby clearly asserting the preexist- 
ence of Christ. — 

25. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 35. p. 132. 

Trypho having objected the corrupt practices of 
some who called themselves Christians, Justin ac- 
knowledges, that there were persons whose doctrine 
and practice were wholly contrary to the religion 
which they professed: but he adds, that such per- 
sons were not owned or received by sound Chris- 
tians. “ We hold no communion with them, know- 
“ing them to be impious, and irreligious, and un- 
* just, and lawless; and instead of worshipping Je- 
*‘ sus, they confess him only in name*.” Justin 
Martyr therefore, and all true Christians, worship- 
ped Christ: and yet Mr. Lindsey argues at some 
length Y, that Christ is not to be worshipped; and 
at p. 141-2. he says, “the opinion and practice of 
“ the ancient Christians before the council of Nice 
“has been often shewn from their writings;” by 
which he must mean, that it has been often shewn, 
that the Christians before the council of Nice did ° 
not worship Christ. Justin Martyr, as appears from 
the present quotation, does not support Mr. Lind- 
sey’s assertion; and at p. 160. after quoting great 
part of the 45th Psalm, he draws this conclusion 
from it; “Now that he, who is testified of by the 
“ doer of these things, is to be worshipped, and is 
“God and Christ, the words of this: Psalm plainly 
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“ shew 7.” And at p. 165. “ Do you think that any 
“other person is mentioned in the Scriptures, who 
“is to be worshipped, and is Lord and God, except 
‘* Him who is the Creator of the world, and Christ, 
* who has been proved by so many texts to have 
‘taken a human nature*?” Such were the senti- 
ments of Justin Martyr concerning the worship of 
Christ. In a future page we shall see what were 
the doctrines of other of the Fathers upon this point. 
See N°. 73. 

26. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 36. p. 133. 

Justin begins a new line of argument with these 
words: “ You must allow me in the first place to 
“quote such prophecies as I please, to prove that 
‘‘ Christ is called God, and Lord of Hosts, and 
* figuratively Jacob by the Holy Ghost.” He then 
adduces the whole of the 24th Psalm, and makes 
this comment upon it; “ That Solomon is not the 
* Lord of Hosts has been proved: but when our 
‘‘ Christ rose from the dead, and ascended into 
‘heaven, those whom God has appointed officers 
“in heaven are commanded to open the gates of 
‘heaven, that he who is the King of Glory may 
‘enter in, and, having ascended, may sit down at 
“‘ the right hand of the Father, until He make his 
“ enemies his footstool. For when the officers in 
“ heaven saw him bearing an uncomely and undig- 
‘‘ nified and inglorious form, they did not recognise 
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“ him, and asked, Who is this, the King of Glory ? 
“and the Holy Ghost answers them either in the 
“ person of the Father or in his own, The Lord of 
“ Hosts himself, he 1s the King of Glory*.” Com- 
pare Hippolytus, N°. 155. 

The next passage which he quotes is Psalm xlvii. 

from ver. 5. to the end, “God is gone up with a 
« shout,” &c. He makes no comment upon these 
words; but we may observe, that no passage in the 
whole of the Old Testament contains more express 
mention of God, the Lord of heaven and earth, than 
this Psalm: and Justin applies it to Christ. 
- The next quotation is the 99th Psalm, “ The 
“ Lord reigneth,” &c. which he prefaces by saying, 
“The Holy Ghost also reproaches you in the 98th 
© (99) Psalm, and shews that he, whom you will 
« not have for your King, is King and Lord even of 
“« Samuel, and Aaron, and Moses, and all other per- 
“ sons whatever “.” 

27. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 48. p. 143. 

We may now give the sentiments of Justin Martyr 
in the words of Trypho. The Jew, after some time, 
addresses him thus: “I have heard your opinion 
“upon these matters; resume the argument there- 
“fore where you left it off, and finish it: for he 
«« (Jesus Christ) seems to me to be an extraordinary 
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“ kind of person, and one that cannot be defined at 
“all. For as-to what you say, that this Christ had 
“a previous existence, being God before the worlds, 
‘“ that he then endured even to become a man, and 
“to be born, and that he is not man, born of man, 
“this appears to me not only extraordinary, but 
* absurd °.” 

I need not state the manner in which Justin re- 
conciles this seeming contradiction: but his own 
opinion concerning the divine nature of Christ is 
very strongly expressed ; when, after confessing that 
some, who called themselves Christians, held Christ 
to be a mere man, he says, “ With whom I do not 
“ agree, nor would I agree, even if the majority of 
* those who now think with me were to say sof: 
‘‘ for we are commanded by Christ himself not to 
‘¢ follow the doctrines of men, but those which are 
‘preached by the blessed prophets, and taught by 
“ himself*.” Justin therefore considered that the 
prophecies in the Old Testament, and the gospels 


in the New, plainly spoke of Christ as God 4. 
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At the end of the 54th chapter, he again very 
strongly asserts, “that Christ was not a mere man 
“‘ born in the ordinary way of men'.” 

28. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 61. p. 157. 

*« T will give you another proof from the Scrip- 
“tures, that in the beginning, before all creatures, 
** God begat a certain reasonable power of himself, 
‘¢ which is also called by the Holy Ghost the Glory 
“of the Lord, and sometimes Son, sometimes W1s- 
«“ dom, sometimes an Angel, sometimes G'od, some- 
“times Lord and Word.” He then quotes Prov. 
vill. 22. to the end, which many of the Fathers have 
considered to be spoken of Christ!. He also alleges 
Gen. i. 26. ii. 22. Joshua v. 13—15. as all of them 
shewing the preexistence of Christ in the Godhead. 

29. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 68. p. 166. 

The next passage is important, as shewing the 
opinion which the Jews entertained concerning their 
Messiah. Justin’s words are these: “ As to the 
“ Scriptures which we quote to them, (the Jews,) 
‘‘ which expressly prove that Christ was to suffer 
“ and to be worshipped, and that he is God, they 
“are compelled to allow that these were spoken 
* concerning Christ, but they have the presumption 
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“sage of a Person, the sub- — 


** stantial Wisdom of God, (ei- 
‘‘ ther the Word, or the Holy 
‘* Spirit, but generally the for- 
‘* mer.) And this was no mat- 
** ter of dispute between the ca- 
*‘ tholics and Arians formerly.” 
Waterland, III. p. 144-5. See 
Treneus, IV. 20, 3. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. VII. 2. p. 832. Tertull. 
c. Hermog. c.18: c. Prax. c. 6. 
Origen. in Johan. I. 11,17. Cy- 
prian. Test. II. 1. 
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“ to say that this (Jesus) is not the Christ: but they 
«acknowledge that he was to come, and to suffer, 
“and to be a King, and to be worshipped as God™.” 

According to the opinion of the Jews therefore, 
who ought to be the best interpreters of their own 
prophecies, the human nature, and the humble con- 
dition of Jesus, were not the obstacles to their be- 
lieving him to be the Messiah: and it was their 
belief, as it is that of Christians, that the Messiah, 
who was to come, was God. Dr. Priestley was 
therefore entirely at variance with Justin Martyr 
when he said, that “ the Jews expected that their 
“* Messiah would be a mere man, and even be born 
““as other men are®.” If Justin reported the opin- 
ion of the Jews fairly, their expectations concern- 
ing the Messiah were directly opposite to these. 
Origen however certainly says, that the Jews did 
not expect their Messiah to come as God, or Son of 
God°. We may observe also, that in this and other 
places already quoted, (see N°. 25. p. 37.) Justin 
expressly says, that Christ is to be worshipped as 
God; and yet he as plainly says in mass places, 
that there is only one God. 

- Justin’s arguments in this chapter arose from the 
following remark of Trypho, who said to him, “ You 
“are attempting to demonstrate a thing which is 
‘incredible and almost impossible, that God sub- 
“ mitted to. be born and to become manP.” Justin 
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however acknowledges the proposition, and proceeds 
to demonstrate it. 

30. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c..71. p. 169. 

In the 71st chapter of this Disputation, Justin 
accuses the Jews of having expunged from the Sep- 
tuagint version of the Scriptures “ many passages 
‘“‘ which expressly shewed that this Jesus, who was 
* crucified, was spoken of as God and man, and cruci- 
“ fied and dead‘.” Being asked by Trypho to name 
these passages, he quotes one from the book of Ezra, 
which is not in our copies": he also names Jerem. xi. 
19. which he says that the Jews had expunged : 
and he accuses them of mutilating Psalm xcvi. 10. 
To consider whether these charges were just or no, 
might lead us into an inquiry foreign from our pre- 
sent subject. JI have quoted the passage to shew, 
that in Justin’s opinion the scriptures spoke of Christ 
as God and man. . 

31. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 113. p. 206. 

Having remarked some points of resemblance be- 
tween Joshua and Jesus, he mentions the following : 
‘‘ In the same manner that he, and not Moses, led 
“‘ the people into the Holy Land, and as he divided it 
« by lot to those who entered in with him, so also 
“ will Jesus Christ turn back the dispersion of the 
“people, and portion out the good land to each; 
* but not in the same way: for he (Joshua) gave 
“ them a temporary inheritance, as not being Christ, 
“who is God, nor the Son of God: but He, after 


Oeds treuesve yervnOjvas, Kai avOpw- Opwros, Kal oravpovpevos, Kal amro- 
YEYYNINYVAL, P > 


wos yever Oa. Oynokey KeKnpuypevos amodeiKvUTas, 
9 Kai Or: worrcs ypadbas téreoy r Lactantius quotes this pas~ 
“ Nene q 
mepsetAoy ——— €& by Sapindyy ovros sage as from the book of Ezra. 


airs 6 oravpwbels, drs Ocdc, cai av- Inst. IV. 18. p. 324. eg 


44 JUSTIN MARTYR, A. D. 150. 


“ the blessed resurrection, will give to us the ever- 
“‘ lasting possession §,” 

32. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c.115. p. 208. 

In this place also he speaks of “ Christ the Son of 
“the Father, our Priest and God';” and since the 
context is not necessary to make the words intelligi- 
ble, I need not transcribe it. 

33. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 125. p. 218. 

Justin derives the word Israel from Isra, which 
signifies a conqueror, and el, strength, “ Which it 
“was foretold that Christ would fulfil, when he be- 
“came man, by the mystery of Jacob’s wrestling 
“‘ with one who was visible, inasmuch as he served 
‘* his father’s counsel; but was God, inasmuch as he - 
“‘ was His Son, begotten before the whole creation".” 
The true etymology of Israel seems to be that 
pointed out in Gen. xxxii. 28. and which is noticed 
by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. I. 5. p. 334. 

34. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 126. p. 219. 

The next passage requires to be given more at 
length. He says to Trypho, “ If you had known 
“who this is, who is called the Angel of great 
“ Counsel*, and by Ezechiel a man, and by Daniel 
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“the Son of man, and by Isaiah a child, and by 
“many Christ, and God who is to be worshipped, 
“and David, and Christ, and a stone, and by Solo- 
**mon Wisdom, and Joseph and Judah and a star 
“by Moses, and by Zechariah the East, and by 
“ Tsaiah subject to suffering, and Jacob, and Israel, 
“ and a staff, and a flower, and the head stone of 
“the corner, and the Son of God,—I say, if you 
* had known this, you would not have spoken blas- 
“‘ phemies against him who is already come, and has 
** been born and suffered, and ascended into heaven; 
“who will also come again, and then your twelve 
“tribes will mourn. For if you had understood 
“‘ what the prophets have said, you would not have 
*‘ denied him to be God, Son of the only unbegotten 
“and ineffable God’Y.” He then quotes Exodus 
vi. 2. Gen, xxxii. 24, 30. xviii. 2, 3, 16,17. Numb. 
x1. 23. Deut. xxxi. 2, 3. as all making mention of 
Christ, and identifying him with God. 

35. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. 

He continues the same subject in the following 
chapter, and lays it down as a general rule, that 
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wherever in the Old Testament God is said to have 
appeared, or to have conversed with any man, as in 
Gen. xvii. 22. xi. 5. and vii. 16. we are not to un- 
derstand that God the Father, who is invisible, came 
down to earth, but we are to interpret all these ex- 
pressions of “ him who being also God is His Son 
“ according to His will, and an Angel, inasmuch as 
“ he ministers to His purpose ; whom He also willed 
“© to become man and be born of a Virgin; who also 
“ once became fire in the conversation held with 
“ Moses out of the bush. For unless we put this 
“interpretation upon the Scriptures, there will be 
“ times when the Father and Lord of the universe 
“ was not in heaven, as it is said by Moses, The Lord 
“ raimed upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brim- 
‘ stone and fire from the Lord out of heaven, Gen. 
“ xix. 24, ———- Now that Christ is Lord, and sub- 
-“ stantially God the Son of God, and in times past 
‘“‘ appeared potentially as a man, and an angel, and 
“in fiery glory, as he appeared in the bush, and at 
“the judgment of Sodom, has been proved by many 
“arguments’.” — - | 

36. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 129. p. 222. 

He again notices the text, Gen. xix. 24. and 
argues from it thus: ‘“ When it is said, The Lord 
“rained fire from the Lord out of heaven, the 
* words of the prophet shew, that there are two in 
*“ number, one who was on earth, who, he says, 
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“other, who was in heaven; who is also Lord of 
“‘ the Lord that was upon earth, inasmuch as He is 
‘* Father and God, and the cause of existence to him 
‘“‘ who is himself mighty and Lord and God*.”, We 
must remember that when we read “ the Lord 
‘‘ rained fire from the Lord,” Jehovah is the He- 
brew word in each case; and Justin, like the other 
Fathers, supposes that the Jehovah mentioned in the 
beginning of the verse was Christ. 

37. Justin. Hpist. ad Diognetum. c. 7. p. 237. 

Diognetus had asked Justm to solve some doubts 
and difficulties which he entertained concerning 
Christianity. In compliance with his request, Justin 
wrote this letter>: and speaking of the special re- 
velation of His will, which God had made to Chris- 
tians, he says, “ This is no earthly invention which 
“ has been handed down to them, neither is it a 
*‘ mortal notion which they are bent upon observing 
** so carefully, nor have they a system of human 
** mysteries committed to them: but the omnipotent 
‘¢ and all-creative and invisible God hath Himself 
‘‘ from heaven established amongst men the truth 
“and the holy and incomprehensible word, and 
“rooted it in their hearts: not, as you might sup- 
~ “ pose, by sending to men any of His servants, either 
“an angel, or a prince, or one of those who ad- 
“minister the affairs of earth, or one of those who 
“ have the management of heavenly things intrusted 
“ to them, but the Framer and Creator of the universe 
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«“ himself, by whom He created the heavens, by 
‘¢ whom He shut up the sea in its own bounds °.” 

We have here an express declaration that Jesus 
Christ was the Framer and Creator of the world. 
God created them by Jesus Christ, as is said in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, i. 2. and if the words quoted 
above are not sufficiently strong to exclude the idea 
of God having employed any subordinate agent, we 
find in the very next chapter the expression of “ God 
‘‘the Lord and Creator of the universe, who made 
« all things and arranged them in order‘.” Thus, 
according to Justin’s own words, God created the 
world by His Son, and His Son, by whom He created 
them, was God. 

This passage suggests two remarks: 1. It con- 
firms our translation of Hebrews i. 2. “ by whom 
“also He made the worlds.” 30 ci Kat rods aidvas 
exoincev. The Improved Version translates this, 
‘for whom also he constituted the ages,” which 
perhaps does not convey any very distinct idea: and 
Mr. Belsham, “ with a view to whom he even con- 
“ stituted the former dispensations.” Justin, it ap- 
pears, did not understand the passage thus: and 
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tuit omnia’: and Clement of Alexandria, 6 +a évra 
dednusoupyntat f; and Tertullian, “ tradidit omnia filio 
“ Creator que per eum condidit 8.” We may add, 
that in John i. 3. and Col. i. 16. both the Improved 
Version and Mr. Belsham translate the preposition 
da by and not,for. With respect to Heb. i. 2. Mr. 
Belsham follows Grotius, who says, that 8 ob is 
sometimes the same as 3; Gv. It would be satisfac- 
tory to have some instances of it. He refers us to 
Thucyd. VI. 7. 8: ciwep zavra exwdtvevor, but the words 
are not there: also to 1 Cor. xiv. 19. where he trans- 
lates dia voos, “ with a view to be understood :” but 
unless voos means in this place the understanding of 
the person who hears the words, which it evidently 
does not, this interpretation is absurd: it means the 
mind or understanding of the speaker. Schleusner,,. 
to whom Mr. B. refers, gives propter as one of the 
meanings of 0:« with a genitive: but it is plain from 
his examples, that he meant to use propter as de- 
noting the instrumental, not the final cause. Mr. 
Belsham’s translation of 8 ci will appear still more 
extraordinary, if we turn to another passage in this 
-same Epistle to the Hebrews, ii. 10. “Eapeme yap av- 
7, OF Ov Ta mévra Kai Os ob Ta wévra-——. Here we 
have both constructions of the preposition 0:2, and 
we can hardly think that St. Paul considered them 
as identical: nor did Mr. Belsham think them so in 
this place, where he translates 3. oi by whom, though 
in the former passage he contends that it ought to 
be rendered for whose sake. So also in Rom. xi. 36. 
where we read “Or: é& atrot Kat 9? avrod Kat els avroy 
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7x névra, Mr. B. translates, For of him and through 
him and to him are all things. It appears there- 
fore that wherever the expression is applied to God 
the Father, he considers 3: to mean the imstru- 
mental cause ; but when it is applied to the Son, he 
understands it as denoting the final cause. 

The instrumentality of the Son, in creating the 
world, has been expressed so clearly by many of the 
Fathers, beside the passages quoted above, that it 
seems quite useless to torture the words of the apo- 
stle to the Hebrews: thus Athenagoras says, =pos 
MUTOU Kat OL AUTO TavTA eryeveTo, evos OVTOS TOD TOT pos Kos 
rov viov. Hippolytus says, 3: ob ta mavra emoiyce, 
which according to Mr. Belsham would mean, “ that 
“ all things were made for the sake of Christ,” a po- 
sition which perhaps he would not be willing to al- 
low. The council of Antioch, speaking of the Word, 
say, Oe ob O maT np TOVTA TETOLNKEY, oy wo Or opyavou, ovo. 
os OL emortyuns avvmootarov", which cannot have any 
possible meaning, if we adopt either the grammar or 
the doctrine of Mr. Belsham. Origen quotes Col. i. 
16. d¢ ob éxricby tx mova ev Tois ovpavols Kal emt THs YAS 
ELTE Opto, K. T. d.! where St. Paul wrote éy QUT® extioby 5 
and Origen’s substitution of 0: ci for ev @ shews the 
meaning which he attached to the words. We may 
therefore conclude that St. Paul, unless all the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers misunderstood him, meant to say, 
that the Father and the Son together were engaged 
in creating the world: and yet we find God saying 
in Isaiah xliv. 24. I am the Lord that maketh all 
things ; that stretcheth forth the heavens alone, that 
spreadeth abroad the earth by myself: a declara- 
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tion which can only be reconciled with the other, by 
supposing that the Father and the Son are one. 
2. The second remark which I have to make is, 
that Justin Martyr expressly calls the Son dypovpyos 
tiv daw, Creator of the universe ; which is satisfac- 
tory, because a Socinian writer * has asserted, that 
“ the titles of rod ravrds moinrys, and tev CrAwy Onpasoupyos, 
“‘ were such as the writers of the second century 
*“‘ always distinguished the Father from the Son by.” 
This is an unfounded statement. Many of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, beside Justin Martyr, have applied 
this very title to the Son; and a passage in Justin 
would shew, that the title of dnpsovpyes, Creator, 
might be applicable, in strict propriety, to the Son 
only: he says at least, that according to Plato there 
was a difference between the terms zo:mrys and dypi- 
ovpyes. “ For the Maker, ze:rys, makes that which is 
* made of his own might and power, without requir- 
“ing the aid of any thing else; but the Creator, 
“« Syutovpyos, having received the power of creation 
“from matter, arranges that which is created!.” 
Other Fathers however have styled the Son wonrys 
and dyusoupyos indifferently. Thus Irenzeus calls our 
Saviour, “the only begotten Son of God, Maker of 
“all things™,” and “maker of the world”;” and 
“ the Word of God, Framer and Creator and Maker 
“ of all things°®;” and he speaks “ of the Son creat- 
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“ing?.” Clement of Alexandria speaks of “ the 
“Son in the Father, the Creator4;” and says, that 
“the Son has boldness of speech, because he is God 
“and Creator':” and again, “Such is the Word— 
“ the Creator of the world and of man’.” At p. 593. 
he calls him “God the Creator';” and at p. 654. 
“the Word, the cause of creation".” Hippolytus 
calls him “ the Creator of the universe *,” and “ the 
“ Maker of all things’.” Gregory of Neoczsarea 
calls him “the Creator and Governor of all things ”.” 
Lastly, Dionysius of Alexandria styles him “ the 
« Uncreated and Creator *,” and “ Creator together 
‘ with his Father ».” 

I have perhaps brought more instances than what 
were necessary to prove the doctrine of the Fathers 
upon this point; but since Mr. Belsham* and the 
modern Unitarians assert so positively that the Scrip- 
tures say nothing about the world being created by 
Christ, it becomes important to see what was the 
interpretation given to Scripture by those writers, 
who were more likely than ourselves to preserve 
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the doctrine of the apostles. But after all, if we 
may take Dr. Priestley as speaking the acknow- 
ledged sentiments of Unitarians, it is in vain to argue 
with them upon this point from the writings of the 
Fathers, or even of the New Testament: for he says, 
*« I do not see that we are under any obligation to 
“ believe it (the doctrine of Christ having made the 
** world) merely because it was an opinion held by 
“ an apostle 4.” Surely Dr. Priestley, when he wrote 
this sentence, was well convinced that there was an 
apostle who had maintained such a doctrine. 

38. Justin. Hpist. ad Diognet. c.11. p. 240. 

Justin’s words are equally strong for the eternal 
duration of the Son, when he speaks of him in this 
same Epistle, as “he who was from the beginning 
ie who existeth for ever, in these latter days ac- 
** counted a Son °.” 


TATIAN. A. D.165. 


This writer was a native of Assyria, and is said 
to have been converted to Christianity by reading 
the books of the Old Testament; but the precise 
time of his conversion is not known. JIrenzeus, who 
was his contemporary, says‘, that he had been a 
disciple of Justin Martyr, and that during Justin’s 
life his opinions were perfectly sound; but after the 
death of that martyr, (which happened about the 
year 168,) he adopted many strange and heretical 
opinions. The sect of the Encratites claimed him 
as one of their principal supporters; and he is sup- 
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posed to have adopted in part the heresy of Mar- 
cion. This however does not affect the authority 
of the only work which has come down to us from 
him, and which was certainly written before he had 
any heretical opinions . 

It is an Oration directed against the superstitions 
of the heathen, and, according to Lardner, was writ- 
ten about the year 165. Eusebius informs " us that 
he wrote many books, but all the rest are lost: he 
also says, that Tatian spoke of Christ as God. V. 28. 

39. Tatian. Orat. c. Grecos. c. 13. p. 255. 

The opinion, which Tatian held concerning the 
divine nature of Christ, could not be more plainly 
expressed than by his calling the Spirit “the min- 
ister of God who suffered: :” in which passage God 
must be referred to Christ, who suffered in his hu- 
man nature. 

40. Tatian. Orat. c. Grecos. c. 21. p. 262. 

Nor is the following passage less express ;—‘* We 
“ are not talking foolishly, nor do we relate idle 
“ tales, when we declare that God was born in the 
“ form of man *.” 


ATHENAGORAS. A. D.170. 


Little is known of this Father, except that he was 
converted to Christianity by reading the Scriptures, 
and that he flourished under the reigns of Hadrian 
and Antoninus Pius. He is also said to have been 
the master of Clement of Alexandria. 

_ Only one of his works is come down to us, an 
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Apology, or Defence of Christianity, which, in the - 
opinion of some critics, was presented to M. Aur. 
Antoninus and L. Aur. Commodus, while others 
think that it was presented to M. Antoninus and - 
L. Verus. These two opinions naturally cause a 
difference as to its probable date. Some assign it 
to the year 166; others, with whom Lardner agrees, 
to 177 or 178. There is no writer in the second 
century who has left-such express declarations of a 
belief in a Trinity as Athenagoras: but at present I 
shall only quote from him one passage which speaks 
of the divinity of the Son. 
41. Athenag. Legat. pro Christianis. c. 30. p. 308. 
Having before noticed the charge brought against 
the Christians of being atheists, Athenagoras uses 
these remarkable words; “ That we are not atheists, 
‘“‘ since we consider as God the Creator of this uni- 
“ verse, and the Word, which is of Him, has been 
** proved, if not suitably to the subject, at least to 
“ the utmost of my power !.” By every rule of gram- 
mar and of sense we must refer the word Qed, God, 
both to the Creator of the universe and to the Word. 
Athenagoras says, that Christians believed in both, 
but he speaks of them in the singular number, as 


God. Bia | 


Meuitro. A. D.175. 


Melito was bishop of.Sardes in Asia, and pre- 
sented an Apology to the emperor M. Antoninus. 
Cave considers him to have flourished about the 
year 170, Lardner in 177. A catalogue of his works 
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may be seen in Eusebius ™, but nothing has come 
down to us, except a few fragments, which are col- 
lected by Dr. Routh in his Reliquize Sacre. These 
fragments will perhaps be thought to confirm the 
impression which they had produced upon the mind 
of Eusebius", who asks, “ Who is ignorant of the 
‘¢ books of Irenaeus and Melito, which declare Christ 
“to be God and man ?” 

Jerome as well as Eusebius mentions a book to 
have been written by him, which was entitled, [Tep: 
evcwparov Oeov. We might naturally have considered 
this work to have treated of the incarnation of 
Christ ; but some writers have charged Melito with — 
heresy in the composition of this book, supposing 
him to have maintained the notion that God had a 
body such as we have. Coteler°® and Grabe ? are of 
this opinion, whose authority I do not venture to 
question: but it may be mentioned, that Anastasius 
Sinaita, a writer of the sixth century, has given an 
extract from a work of Melito, called [epi capxocews 
Xpiorov, which contains, as will be seen, the most un- 
equivocal assertions of the divinity of Christ. The 
writers above named did not however think that the 
work entitled Tlep: evowuatov Oecd, and that Tleps cap- 
KOT EWS Xpiorov, were the same. 

42. - Melito ex Apol. (Rel. Sacr. vol. I. p. 112.) 

“We are not worshippers of senseless stones, but 
“ of the only God, who was before all things, and is 
“above all things: and also of his Christ, who was 
* verily God, the Word, before the worlds 4.” It may 


mIV, 26. noV, 28; 1 OvK éopmey AiOwy oddeniay at- 
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besaid, that I have not translated these words fairly, 
and that Qe Adyou means the word of God, and 
not God the Word. It is however only necessary 
to read the Fathers to be convinced that these words 
can have but one meaning, which is to give the ap- 
pellation of God to the Word. We find in a multi- 
plicity of instances Oco¢ Adyos, TO Ocew Aoye, Tov Ocov 
Aéyov, where there is no room for a difference of in- 
terpretation: and though I would not contend that 
Ocod Acyov cannot signify the word of God, it is 
surely not too much to say, that the position of the | 
Greek words, standing as they do without any ar-— 
ticle, requires us to translate them as I have done. 
I consider them as equivalent to God who was the 
Word, or the Word who was God, for the idiom 
of our language compels us to add something to the 
simplicity of the Greek; and according to our form 
of expression they contain a plainer and fuller asser- 
tion of Christ’s divinity than the more usual expres- 
sion, which calls Christ the Word of God. . 

It has often been shewn, that the Logos, or Word, 
was understood by the Jews and Gentiles, as well 
as by Christians, to mean, not something created by 
God, and distinct from Him, but a coexistent and 
consubstantial emanation from the Deity"; so that 
when Christ was called the Word of God, the ex- 
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r Philo Judeus often speaks 
of the Logos, or Word, per- 
forming those acts of interpo- 
sition in human affairs, which 
in the Old Testament are as- 
cribed to God. This is ob- 
served by bishop Bull, Defens. 
seCb, hy ener 8, 16. &Gor! and 


many instances are given by 
Townsend in his Arrangement 
of the New Testament, I. p. 10. 
Tertullian also tells the hea- 
then, that their philosophers 
had ascribed the creation of the 
world to a Logos, Apol. c. 21. 
p- 19. See Lactantius, Instt. - 
LV.t0; 
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pression conveyed a more intelligible notion of his 
divinity in those early times than it does now. The 
Christians of those days had as full a notion of 
Christ being God, when they called him 6 Acyos rou 
Ocorv, the Word of God, as when they called him o 
Ocds Adyos, God the Word, or the Word who was 
God: but it is perhaps more satisfactory to us, as 
it is certainly more intelligible, to find the Fathers 
constantly applying to Jesus Christ the above ex- 
pression 6 OQeos Acyos, God the Word, which it may 
be remembered is precisely what we read in the 
Gospel itself, where St. John says, the Word was 
God. 

I have only one more remark to make upon the 
words of Melito, which is, that he expressly says 
that the Christians worshipped Christ, and yet he 
says that they worshipped only one God: which 
two assertions can only be reconciled by our con- 
cluding, that the unity of that Godhead which they 
worshipped comprehended the Son as well as the 
Father. 

43. Melito ex l. de Incarn. Christi. (Rel. Sacr. 
vol. I. p. 115.) 

Whatever doubts may be entertained concerning 
the proper translation of the last passage, there can 
be no question whatever as to the doctrine which is 
contained in the example now to be produced. “To 
*‘ those persons, who have any sense, there is no ne- 
“ cessity to prove, from the actions performed by 
* Christ after his baptism, that he had a real and 
“‘ not apparent soul and body, a human nature such 
“ as ours*. For the actions performed by Christ after 


‘ This work was written that Christ had only an appa- 
against Marcion, who believed rent body. 
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“‘ his baptism, and particularly the miracles, shewed 
‘“‘ and demonstrated to the world his divinity which 
“was hidden in the flesh. or he, being at once 
“ perfect God and man, has demonstrated his two 
‘‘ substances to us; his divinity, by the miracles 
“‘ worked in the three years which followed his bap- 
“ tism; and his humanity, in the thirty years which 
“ preceded his baptism: during which period, owing 
“to the imperfection which he had from the flesh, 
“ the signs of his divinity were hidden, although he 
“« was very God existing before the worlds ‘.” 

44. Melito. ex l. de Passione. (Rel. Sacr. vol. I. 

p- 116.) 

The same conclusion may be drawn from another 
expression of Melito, where he says, that “ God suf- 
“ fered by the right hand of Israel".”. These words 
can only allude to the sufferings which Jesus Christ 
experienced from the children of Israel. The man- 
ner in which they are quoted by Anastasius shews 
that Melito was speaking of Christ, and they there- 
fore prove to us that Melito considered Christ to be 
God. 


A. D. 185. 

Irenzeus is supposed to have been a native of 
Asia; and he himself tells us *, that in his younger 
days he had seen Polycarp, who had been appointed 
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to the bishopric of Smyrna by the apostles, and who 
had conversed with many persons who had seen | 
Christ. Polycarp suffered martyrdom about the year 
166. It is probable therefore that Irenzeus was born 
about the year 140, though some writers place his 
birth many years earlier. We are not informed what 
was the cause which brought him from Asia into 
Gaul; but we know that when Pothinus, bishop of 
Lyons, was martyred in the year 177, Irenaeus was 
chosen to succeed him. The latest date assigned to 
his death is the year 202; and there is no reason to 
think that he suffered martyrdom. | 

Some of his writings are mentioned by Eusebius’, 
but the only one which has come down to us is his 
Work against Heresies, in five books. It was writ- 
ten in Greek, but we have only a translation in ra- 
ther barbarous Latin, which is supposed to be as old 
as the second century. In a few places fragments 
of the original Greek have been preserved. Some 
writers have supposed that these five books against 
Heresies were written in the year 176; others bring 
down the composition of them to 192. 

Irenzeus having seen Polycarp, who was an im- 
mediate disciple of St. John, and having left a work 
of such extent, and full of such varied information 
on doctrinal points, it becomes of great importance 
that we should ascertain his real sentiments concern- 
ing our Lord’s divinity. The testimonies produced 
from him are consequently more numerous than 
those cited from any of the preceding Fathers. Eu- 
sebius, as already quoted, mentioned Irenzeus among 
the writers who spoke of Christ as God: but a So- 
cinian writer’ asserts positively, that “he was cer- 

¥ NM MSOs * Lindsey, Apology, p. 204. note. 
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“ tainly ignorant of the two natures in Christ.” The 
truth or falsehood of this assertion may be tried by 
the following quotations. 

AD. 

In many passages of his work, Irenzeus has shewn 
that it was customary in his day, as it had been 
before, to draw up short creeds or confessions of 
faith. He mentions that they were recited at bap- 
tism: and though in some he only expresses the be- 
lief in God the Father, maker of heaven and earth, 
it is plain from other instances, that these creeds 
also contained the name of the Son and the Holy 
Ghost. : 

Thus he speaks of people being driven from the 
truth “who do not hold firm the belief in one God 
“ the Father Almighty, and in one Lord Jesus Christ 
“the Son of God*:” and having mentioned “the 
“invariable rule of truth which a person reeeived 
“at baptism ?,” and “the certain truth which was 
“‘ preached by the church*,” he goes on to say, ‘‘ The 
“church, although dispersed through the whole 
“‘ world, even to the ends of the earth, has received 
“‘ from the apostles ¢ and their disciples the belief in 
“one God, the Father Almighty, who made the 
‘‘ heaven and the earth, and the sea, and all things 
“ therein; and in Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who 
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d Dr. Priestley (History of 
early Opinions, I. p. 306.) 
translates this— the churches 
planted by the apostles, which is 
a manifest inaccuracy, and would 
mislead the English reader, who 
might not think that Ireneus 
asserted this creed to have been 
handed down from the apostles. | 
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“ was incarnate for our salvation; and in the Holy 
“‘ Ghost, who proclaimed by the prophets the incar- 
“ nation*, and the coming, and the birth from a 
“ virgin, and the suffering, and the resurrection 
«“ from the dead, and the incarnate ascension into 
“ heaven of the beloved Christ Jesus our Lord, and 
“his coming from heaven in the glory of the Fa- 
“ ther that to Christ Jesus, our Lord and God 
.“ and Saviour and King, according to the pleasure 
“ of the invisible Father, every knee may bow',” &c. 

In another place he speaks of “holding the rule 
“ of the truth, which is, that there is one God, Al- 


- 


© I have translated oixevoutas 
incarnation, which is the sense 
in which all the Fathers used 
the word. This is fully proved 
by Bull, (Defens. sect. IV. 3, 
12. and Animadv. in G. Clerke, ) 
also by Waterland, (II. p. 296, 
&c.) If any person should still 
doubt, I would refer him to the 
examples collected in Suicer’s 
Thesaurus. Of four meanings, 
which he gives to the word, he 
states the third to be Ipsa Chri- 
sti évayOpdénnors, sive nature hu- 
mane assumptio: after which he 
says—Iv. tandem oikovouia non 
tantum incarnationis, sed etiam 
totius redemptionis mysterium, 
et passionis Christi sacramen- 
tum denotat. I would rather 
have put the fourth signification 
before the third : oixovouéa seems 
very naturally to mean totius 
redemptionis mysterium, 1. e. the 
whole economy or scheme pur- 
sued by God in perfecting our 
redemption: and of this the in- 
carnation of his“ Son formed 
a part. The word will gene- 
rally be translated incarnation 
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** mighty, who created all things by his Word?.” At 
p- 176. he speaks of the faith which Clement of 
Rome held, as taught by the apostles, a belief in 
“ one God, Almighty, maker of heaven and earth— 
“ who was the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ».” 
In the next chapter he speaks of distant. nations 
“ carefully observing the old tradition, believing in 
“one God, maker of heaven and earth, and of all 
“ things therein, by Christ Jesus, the Son of God: 
“ who, from his great love towards his creation, sub- 
“ mitted to be born of a virgin, himself by him- 
“ self uniting man to God, and suffered under Pon- 
*‘ tius Pilate, and rose again, and was received into 
* glory, who is to come in glory, the Saviour of 
“‘ those who are saved, and the Judge of those who 
© are judged ',” &c. In another place he speaks of the 
true belief being “im one God Almighty, of whom 
“are all things, and in the Son of God, Jesus Christ 
“our Lord, by whom are all things*: and his incar- 
« nation, by which the Son of God became man 
“and in the Holy Ghost,” &c. This he calls “true 
«< knowledge, the doctrine of the apostles, and the ori- 
«‘ ginal form of the church throughout the world'.” 


§ Cum teneamus autem nos 
regulam Veritatis, id est, quia sit 
unus Deus omnipotens, qui om- 
nia condidit per Verbum suum. 
Teraitp.%98: 

b annuntiantem unum 
Deum Omnipotentem, factorem 
coeli et terree———Patrem Domi- 
ni nostri Jesu Christi. III. 3. 3. 

i in unum Deum cre- 
dentes fabricatorem cceli et ter- 
re, et omnium que in eis sunt, 
per Christum Jesum Dei Fi- 
lium: qui propter eminentissi- 


mam erga figmentum suum di- 
lectionem, eam que esset ex 
Virgine generationem sustinuit, 
ipse per se hominem adunans 
Deo, et passus sub Pontio Pi- 
lato, et resurgens, et in claritate 
receptus, in gloria venturus Sal- 
vator eorum qui salvantur, et 
Judex eorum qui judicantur. III. 
4,2 De, TY 

K See 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
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After reading these different passages, there can 
surely be no doubt but that in the days of Irenzeus, 
and, according to him, from the time of the apo- 
stles, the creeds contained the same doctrine with 
that which we call the Apostles’ Creed, a belief in 
God the Father Almighty, in Jesus Christ His Son 
our Lord, and in the Holy Ghost. We may also 
compare the creeds of Irenzeus with that of Hippo- 
lytus, who was one of his hearers, and in his work 
against Noetus has the following passage: “ We 
“truly acknowledge one God; we acknowledge 
“ Christ; we acknowledge the Son, who suffered, 
«* &c. who died, &c. and rose on the third day, and 
“is on the right hand of the Father, and cometh to 
« judge the quick and dead™.” This is an evident 
allusion to some settled and prescribed form ". 

The Unitarians, we know, object to the use of 
the Apostles’ Creed; but I would ask them, does 
this creed go further in asserting our Lord’s divi- 
nity than the creeds of Irenzeus? Do not the creeds 
of Irenzus expressly say that Jesus Christ was born 
of a Virgin°? And do not the Unitarians them- 
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n The reader may also com- 


pare the creeds given by Ter-' 


tullian, N°. 133. and by Ori- 
gen, N°. 259. 


° We could hardly suppose 
Dr. Priestley to be serious when 
he says of this expression, *‘ Even 
“ this might not be intended to 
‘© describe the birth of Christ in 
‘* such a manner as to exclude 
‘* those who thought it natural, 
‘** so much as to assert that he 
“‘ was really and properly born, 
** in Opposition to those Gnos- 
“ tics who said that he was not 
‘* properly born, as he took no- 
‘* thing from his mother.” (His- 
tory of early Opinions, I. p. 
310.) Certainly if the miracu- 
lous conception of Christ was 
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selves conceive that this miraculous birth proves him 
to be more than man? I ask them lastly, Will the 
Unitarians join in reciting the creeds of Irenzus ? 
if they do, they confess that Jesus Christ is more 
than man: if they will not, how can they say that 
the Fathers of the three first centuries were Unita- 
rians ? | 

It is not the object of the present work to shew that 
baptism in the name of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost, or a profession of faith in the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, necessarily implies the di- 
vinity of the second and third Persons as well as of 
the first. This subject has often been handled by 
the ablest writers; and the point has been proved 
irresistibly by bishop Bull? and Dr. Waterland4. I 
do not presume to attempt to add any thing to their 
demonstrations; but, confining myself to the testi- 
mony which Irenzeus bears to our Lord’s divinity, I 
have laid before the reader the creeds which he gives 
as universally professed in his time: and I must ob- 
serve particularly, that he expressly calls Jesus Christ 
our Lord and God and Saviour and King. 

In many other places Irenzeus calls Christ God, 
without ever hinting that he used the term in an 
inferior or figurative sense: and whenever the reader 
finds our Saviour called God in the quotations made 


not an article of belief in the 
days of Irenzus, as Dr. P. would 
insinuate, that Father could not 
have chosen any form of words 
more likely to mislead his read- 
ers. In another place Dr. P. 
would persuade us, that what 
Irenus says of the miraculous 
conception was inserted by him- 
self, and that it did not form a 


part-of the creed then used. 
(IV. p. 91.) This is entirely an 
assumption, and totally incon- 
sistent with the words of Ire- 
nus. 
P Judicium Ecclesize Catho- 
lice. ; 
4 Kighth Sermon, III. p.172. 
&e. 


66 IRENAUS, A. D. 185. 

from this Father, I should wish him also to bear in 
mind the following passages, in which Irenzeus ex- 
plicitly asserts his belief in only one God. “ Neither 
“the prophets nor apostles have named any other 
*‘ God, or called any one else Lord, except the true 
“and only God'.” “Neither the Lord, nor the 
rd Holy Ghost, nor the apostles, would ever have 
“ given to him, who was not God, the name of God 
“ definitively and absolutely, if he had not been really 
“ Gods.” “He who has any one superior to him- 
“‘ self, and is under the power of another, can nei- 
“ ther be called God nor mighty King *.” 

I would ask, after these express declarations, how 
could Irenzus possibly give to Christ the title of 
God, unless he thought Him substantially and es- 
sentially united to Him, whom he acknowledges as 
the only God? I would observe also, that Irenzeus 
expressly says, what indeed appears a self-evident 
truth, that “what is begotten by God is God.” 
We may conceive God to create substances wholly 
heterogeneous from Himself: but Irenzeus could not 
conceive God to beget a Son, however incomprehen- 
sible the mode of generation may be, unless that 
Son is also God. We should bear this in mind, 
when in the creeds quoted above, or in any other 
part of his writings, Irenzeus speaks of Christ as the 


* Nunquam neque prophete, 


nisi esset vere Deus. III. 6. p. 
neque apostoli alium Deum no- 


180. 


minaverunt, vel Dominum ap- 
pellaverunt, preter verum et so- 
lum Deum. III. 8. p. 182. 

$s Neque igitur Dominus, ne- 
que Spiritus Sanctus, neque 
apostoli eum, qui non _ esset 
Deus, definitive et absolute 
Deum nominassent aliquando, 


* Qui super se habet aliquem 
superiorem, et sub alterius po- 
testate est, hic neque Deus, ne- 
que magnus Rex dici potest. 
1M 372 Seti p 220: 

“TS €k Oecd yewvybev Oeds eartiy. 


I. 8. p. 41. 
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Son of God. He thought that such an expression 
necessarily implied the divinity of the Son. 
46. Irenai 1. 2. c. 13. §. 8. p. 132. 

Speaking of the absurd doctrines of some of the 
Gnostics, he says, that yet “they are more decent 
“than those who transfer the generation of the 
“word which men produce to the eternal Word of 
* God, making a beginning and creation of the pro- 
** duction, as they do of a word of their own. But if 
“so, in what will the Word of God, or rather God 
“* Himself, since He is the Word, differ from the 
*‘ word of men, if he is generated in the same order 
“and process*?” ‘This is evidently directed against 
those persons who believed Christ not to be a sub- 
stantially existing person, but a mere quality or 
emanation of the Father. 

AY. Irenez |. 2. c. 25. §. 3. p. 153. 

Having observed that we must not expect to dis- 
cover the causes of all things, since man must ever 
remain inferior to his Maker both in nature and in 
knowledge, he breaks out into this remarkable testi- 
mony to the divinity of Christ: “ For thou art not 
“ uncreated, O man, nor didst thou always exist to- 
« gether with God, like His own Word: but through 
“« His great goodness thou now receivest the begin- 
“ ning of thy creation, and learnest gradually from 
‘* His Word the ordinances of God, who made thee Y.” 


x Decentiora autem magis 
quam hi, qui generationem pro- 
lativi hominum verbi transfe- 
runt in Dei eternum Verbum, 
et prolationis initium donantes 
et genesin, quemadmodum et 
suo verbo. Et in quo distabit 
Dei Verbum, immo magis ipse 


Deus, cum sit Verbum, a verbo 
hominum, si eandem_ habuerit 
ordinationem et emissionem ge- 
nerationis ? 

y Non enim infectus es, O 
homo, neque semper coexsiste- 
bas Deo, sicut proprium ejus 
Verbum: sed propter eminen- 


FQ 
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The quotation which precedes this, shews, that when 
Irenzeus called Christ the Word of God, he did not 
understand him to be merely an operation of the 
mind or will of God, but he conceived him to have 
a personal and substantial existence. In the present 
passage he shews what sort of existence that was, 
viz. an eternal coexistence with God. The next 
quotation asserts the same thing. 
48. Irenai |. 2. c. 30. §. ult. p. 163. 

“ The Son, who always coexisted with the Fa- 
“ther, in times past and from the beginning, al- 
“ ways reveals the Father both to angels and arch- 
“ angels, and to principalities and powers, and to all 
“ to whom he wishes to reveal’.” See also N°. 57. 

49. Irenei\. 3. c. 6. §.1. p. 180. 

In this chapter Irenzeus argues, that whenever 
the Scriptures speak of God without any qualifying 
or restrictive epithet, they mean the one true God, 
and that they speak in this manner only of God the 
Father and God the Son, who are therefore the only 
one true God. His words are these ;—“ Neither the 
“ Lord therefore, nor the Holy Ghost, nor the apo- 
* stles, would ever have given to him who was not 
* God, the name of God definitively and absolutely, 
“ unless he were truly God: neither would they 
“ have called any one Lord in his own person, ex- 
“cept him who is Lord over all, God the Father, 
‘“ and His Son, who has received from his Father 
© authority over every creature, as the Psalmist says, 
«cx. 1. The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou at 


tem bonitatem ejus, nunc ini- z Semper autem coexsistens 
tium facture accipiens sensim Filius Patri olim et ab initio 
discis a Verbo dispositiones Det, semper revelat Patrem et an- 
qui te fecit. gelis &c, &c. 


IRENAUS, A.D. 185. 69 


“my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy 
“« footstool. For he represents the Father speaking 
“to the Son; who has given him the Gentiles for 
“ his inheritance, and subjected all his enemies unto 
“him. Since therefore the Father is truly Lord, 
“and the Son truly Lord, the Holy Ghost has suit- 
“ably marked them with the appellation of Lord. 
“« And again, in the overthrowing of Sodom, the Scrip- 
“ture says, (Gen. xix. 24.) And the Lord rained 
“upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah fire and brim- 
“ stone from the Lord out of heaven. For it sig- 
“nifies in this place, that the Son, who had also 
“been conversing with Abraham,- had _ received 
“power from the Father to judge the people of 
“Sodom on account of their iniquity. That is a 
“similar expression, Thy throne, O God, is for 
“ever: the sceptre of thy kingdom is a right 
“ sceptre. Thou hast loved righteousness, and 
“hated wickedness ; therefore God, thy God, hath 
“ anointed thee*. For the Spirit has marked each 
“with the appellation of God, both Him who is 
*“ anointed, 1. e. the Son, and Him who anoints, i. e. 
“the Father. And again, God standeth in the con- 
“< oregation of the gods; He judgeth among the 
« gods”. This is spoken of the Father and the Son, 
‘and of those who have received adoption; and 
“these are the church. For this is the congrega- 
* tion of God, which God, i. e. the Son himself, has 
*« gathered together by himself. Of whom the Psalm- 
‘ist says in another place, 1.1. The God of gods, 
“the Lord hath spoken, and called the earth. 
‘What God? He of whom it is said, God shall 


@ Psalm xlv. 6. b Psalm Ixxxii. 1. 
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“< manifestly come, our God, and shall not keep si- 
« lence, (ver. 3.) i. e. the Son, who came manifestly 
‘“‘ amongst men, who says, I have appeared openly 
«“ unto them which seek me not*. But of what God 
{does the Psalmist speak,] to whom he says, I 
“ have said, Ye are gods, and all sons of the Most 
“« High ? \xxxii. 6. to those who have received the 
« erace of adoption, by which we cry, Abba, Fa- 
“ ther’, No other person therefore, as I said be- 
“ fore, receives the name of God, or appellation of 
* Lord, except He who is God and Lord of all, 
‘“‘ (who also said to Moses, I am that I am: and 
“ thus shalt thou say to the children of Israel, I 
“ AM hath sent me unto you’,) and His Son Jesus 
“Christ, our Lord, who makes those who believe 
“in his name to be sons of God: and in another 
*‘ place the Son speaks to. Moses, saying, [ am come 
“ down to deliver this people*: for it is he himself 
“* who descended and ascended for the salvation of 
“men. It is by the Son therefore who is in the 
‘* Father, and has the Father in himself, that he 
“ who is truly God has been manifested unto us, the 
‘«* Father bearing testimony to the Son, and the Son 
“‘ announcing the Father &.” 


¢ Isaiah Ixv. 1. et Filium ejus, qui dominium 


4 Rom. vill. 15. 

€ Exod. iii, 14. 

f Ib. 8. | 

& Neque igitur Dominus, ne- 
que Spiritus Sanctus, neque 
apostoli eum, qui non _ esset 
Deus, definitive et absolute 
Deum nominassent aliquando, 
nisi esset vere Deus: neque 
Dominum appellassent aliquem 
ex sua persona, nisi qui domi- 
natur omnium, Deum Patrem, 


accepit a Patre suo omnis con- 
ditionis, quemadmodum _habet 
illud, Dizit Dominus &c. 
Patrem enim Filio colloquutum 
ostendit, qui dedit ei heredita- 
tem &c.— Vere igitur cum . 
Pater sit Dominus, et Filius 
vere sit Dominus, merito Spi- 
ritus Sanctus Domini appella- 
tione signavit eos. ‘Simi- 
liter habet illud, Sedes tua, 
Deus &c. Utrosque enim Dei 
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These words, which I have been obliged to give 
at length, require no comment. Not only do they 
expressly and literally make the Son to be one with 
the Father; but the whole course of the argument, 
of which they form a part, requires. us to consider 
the Son as God not officially or ministerially, but in 
his own nature, as being the one only Ged. 

50. Irena}. 3. c.8. §. 2. p. 183. 

It seems impossible that Irenzeus could have be- 
lieved Jesus Christ to have been created by God. 
The object of this chapter is to prove that no other 
God is mentioned in Scripture, but the one true 
only God: “ Nor can any of those things which have 
* been made, and are in subjection, be compared to 


appellatione signavit Spiritus, et nomen suum. Et iterum lo- 
eum, qui ungitur, Filium, et quente Filio ad Moysen, De- 
eum qui ungit, id est, Patrem. scendi, inquit, eripere populum 
Kt iterum, Deus stetit &c. De hunc. Ipse est enim qui de- 
Patre, et Filio, et de his qui scendit et ascendit propter sa- 
adoptionem perceperunt, dicit: lutem hominum. Per Filium 
hi autem sunt ecclesia. Hec _ itaque, qui est in Patre, et ha- 
enim est synagoga Dei, quam. bet in se Patrem, is qui est 
Deus, hoe est, Filius ipse per manifestatus est Deus, Patre 
semetipsum collegit. De quo testimonium perhibente Filio, 
iterum dixit, Deus Deorum &c. et Filio annuntiante Patrem. 
Quis Deus? de quo dixit, Deus The words qui est manifestatus 
manifeste veniet, Deus noster, et est Deus are evidently a trans- 
non silebit: hoc est Filius, qui lation of & av repavépwras Oecd, 
secundum manifestationem ho- where é ay is used in reference 
minibus advenit, qui dicit, Pa- to those words in Exodus iii. 
lam apparui &c. Quorum au- 14. which we translate I AM, 
tem Deorum? quibus dicit, Ego and which the Latins rendered 
dizi &c. Nemo igitur alius, Qui est. Thus Tertullian men- 
quemadmodum = preedixi, Deus tions Qui est among the titles . 
nominatur, aut Dominus ap- of the Father, which are given 
pellatur, nisi qui est omnium also to the Son. (adv. Prax. c.17. 
Deus et Dominus, qui et Moysi_ p. 510.) The Greek expression 
dixit, Ego sum qui sum. Et sic 6 dy is the same as Qui est, and 
dices filiis Israel, Qui est, misit can hardly be translated: thus 
me qd vos: et hujus Filius Je- Clem. Alex. speaks of Christ as 
sus Christus Dominus noster, 6 éy +8 avr dv, Very God in very 
qui filios Dei facit credentes in God. (Cohort. p. 7.) 
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“the Word of God, by whom all things were made, 
“who is our Lord Jesus Christ. For that angels, 
“ or archangels, or thrones, or dominations, were ap- 
“ pointed by Him, who is God over all, and made 
“by His Word, John has thus told us; for after he 
‘had said of the Word of God, that he was in the 
“ Father, he added, Ad things were made by him, 
“and without him was not any thing made ».” 

Before we finish this quotation I must observe, 
that Irenzeus evidently understood John i. 3. of the 
creation of all things by Jesus Christ. The Unita- 
rian translators say, that this was not the meaning 
of St. John; that yixcucs, as used in the New Testa- 
ment, never signifies to create; and that the pas- 
sage merely means, that all things in the Christian 
dispensation were done by Christ. Trenzeus consi- 
dered the passage as equivalent to that in Col. i. 16. 
which is also said by the Unitarians to have no re- 
ference to the creation, but fo that great change which 
was introduced into the moral world by the Gospel. 
We may remember, that [renzus himself wrote in 
Greek: and the account which has been given of 
his life would make it almost impossible that he 
should so grossly have mistaken the meaning of St. 
John. I may add, that all the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
interpret the words of St. John in the same sense as 
See N°. 229. 


Trenzeus. 


h Sed nec quidquam ex his 
que constituta sunt, et in sub- 
jectione sunt, comparabitur Ver- 
bo Dei, per quem facta sunt 
omnia, qui est Dominus noster 
Jesus Christus. Quoniam enim 
sive angeli, sive archangeli, sive 
throni, sive dominationes, ab eo 


qui super omnes est Deus et 
constituta sunt et facta per Ver- 
bum ejus, Joannes quidem sic 
significavit. Cum enim dixisset 
de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in 
Patre, adjecit, Omnia per eum 
facta sunt, et sine eo factum est 
nihil. 
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_ This Father continues, after some other observa- 
tions ;—“ But whatever has had a beginning, and 
‘“‘ may admit dissolution, and is subject, and stands 
“in need of him who made it, must necessarily be 
“ called by a different term even by those who have 
“‘ only moderate sense in perceiving such things: so 
* that ,he who made all things can alone properly 
* be called, together with the Word, God and Lord: 
‘*‘ but things which are made cannot partake of the 
“‘same term, nor properly bear that appellation, 
“ which belongs to the Creator '.” 

That Christ was not created, has been already 
proved from Irenzus at N°. 46, 47. p. 67.: and yet 
Dr. Priestley makes the strange assertion, that “ it 
‘** had been the custom of the orthodox to speak of 
“ the generation of the Son from the Father, as if 
“it had been a proper creation, and as if the Son 
*‘ had stood in the very same relation to the Father, 
‘“‘ with that in which other creatures stood to him*.” 

51. Irenez}. 3. c. 9. §. 2. p. 184. 

Speaking of the offerings of the Magi, he says, 
‘« They shewed by the gifts which they presented 
“‘ who it was that was worshipped: myrrh, to shew 
“ that it was he who died and was buried for man- 
“ kind; gold, to shew that he was a King, of whose 
“ kingdom there is no end; (Luke i. 33.) but an- 
“ cense, that he was God, who in Judah was well 


i Quecunque autem initium 
sumpserunt, et dissolutionem 
possunt percipere, et subjecta 
sunt, et indigent ejus qui se 
fecit, necesse est omnimodo uti 
differens vocabulum habeant 
apud eos etiam, qui vel modi- 
cum sensum in discernendo ta- 
lia habent: ita ut is quidem, 


qui omnia fecerit, cum Verbo 
suo juste dicatur Deus et Do- 
minus solus; que autem facta 
sunt, non jam ejusdem vocabuli 
participabilia esse, neque juste - 
id vocabulum -sumere plats 
quod est Creatoris. 

k History of early Opinions, 
IV. p. 17.5< | 
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“ known, (Psalm Ixxvi. 1.) and manifest to those 
“« who did not seek him}. (Isaiah Ixv. 1.) Similar 
interpretations of these three offerings may be found 
in other of the Fathers. Clement of Alexandria 
says, that “ gold was brought to him when he was 
‘born, as a symbol of a kingdom™.” Origen ob- 
serves, that “they brought gifts, which, if | may so 
“ say, they offered symbolically to one compounded 
“ of God and a mortal man; gold, as to a king; 
«myrrh, as to one who was to die; and zncense, as 
“toagod™.” Peter of Alexandria says, that “ they 
“‘ presented gold and frankincense and myrrh, as to 
“ a King and God and Man °.” 
52. Irenei\. 3. c. 9. §. ult. p. 185. 

Irenzeus having spoken of the descent of the Holy 
Ghost upon Jesus at his baptism, quotes Isaiah xi. 1. 
and lxi. 1. upon which quotations he remarks, “ In- 
“* asmuch as the Word of God was man, of the root 
“ of Jesse, and son of Abraham, in this respect the 
“‘ Spirit of God rested upon him, and he was anointed 
“to preach the Gospel to the humble. But inas- 
‘“‘ much as he was God, he did not judge after the 
“ sight of his eyes, neither reprove after the hear- 
“ing of his ears: (Isaiah xi. 3.) for he needed not 


e> oe 


1 Per ea que obtulerunt mu- 
nera ostendisse, quis erat qui 
adorabatur: myrrham quidem, 
quod ipse erat, qui pro mortali 
humano genere moreretur et 
sepeliretur: aurum vero, quo- 
niam Rex &c. thus vero, quo- 
niam Deus, qui et notus in Ju- 
dea &e. 

™ Xpvow att® yevvybevts Baci- 

elas cvuBoroy mporexopicay oi Ma- 


yo. Ped. IL. 8. p. 206. 


1 Pépovres prev Spa, & (iW obtw. 
évonaow) cuvbérm rit ex Oecd Kat 
avOpomov Oyntod mporjveyxay, ovp- 
Bora prev, &¢ Bacire? roy Xpuorov, a> 
dé reByykoneve thy cutpvav, do d€ 
@cd Toy ABaverev. Contra Cels. 
1} 602 p237'§; 

° TMpoopépeyres att ® Koupiotara 
Kat mperodéorata Sopa, xpvoby Kal 
NBavey Kat cpdpyay, oo Bacire? cal 
Ocd Kat avOodmm. Can. XIII. 
(Rel. Sacr. III. p. 341.) 
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“ that any should testify of man: for he knew 
“ what was in man.” (John ii. 25.) 


53. Irene |. 3.c.11. §. 8. p.191. 

The following passage can only be explained on 
the hypothesis of the preexistence of Christ: ‘The 
** Word of God conversed with the patriarchs before 
«« Moses in his divine and glorious character: to 
“those under the law, he fulfilled the office of a 
“‘ priest: and after this, becoming man, he sent the 
«« gift of the Holy Ghost into all the earth, covering 
“us with his own wings 4.” 

54. Irener\. 3. c.13. §.1. p. 200. 

« And again, in the Epistle to the Corinthians, 
*“ when he had mentioned all who saw God after 
“his resurrection, he added, Therefore, whether 
«7t were I or they, so we preach, and so ye 
“ believed; (1 Cor. xv. 11.) declaring, that there 
** was one and the same preaching of all those who 
“‘ saw God after his resurrection from the dead*.” 


It is needless to observe, that God means Jesus 
Christ. 


IRENAUS, A. D.185. 


55. Irenai |. 3. c.16. §. 2. p. 204. 
The Gnostic heretics made Jesus and Christ two 


P Nam secundum id quod 


4 F atl d * \ \ . 7 
tébiwv amevepev’ peta d€ Tata ay- 
Verbum Dei homo erat, ex ra- 


Opamos yevorrevog THY Owpedy TOD cryiov 


dice Jesse, et filius Abrahe, se- 
cundum hoc requiescebat Spiri- 
tus Dei super eum, et ungeba- 
tur ad evangelizandum humili- 
bus. Secundum autem quod 
Deus erat, non secundum glo- 
riam judicabat, neque secundum 
loquelam arguebat: 
opus &c. 

d Kal avdris d€ 6 Adyos tod Ocod 
Tog ev TPs Muwtoews matpicipyais 
Kara to Oeixoy xa evdobou dulres 
Taig Oe ev TH vonw iepatixyy 


mon enim ~ 


Tlvevpatos cig macay ébémeube thy 
yn, oKeralov nuds Tails éavTod 
mréepuety. 

r Et rursus in ea Epistola 
que est ad Corinthios, cum pre- 
dixisset omnes qui Deum post 
resurrectionem viderunt, intulit, 
Sive autem &c. unam et eandem 
pradicationem confitens om- 
nium eorum qui Deum vide- 
runt post resurrectionem a mor- 
tuls. 
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distinct persons. According to some of them, Jesus 
was the son of Joseph and Mary, a mere man, born 
in the ordinary way, upon whom Christ descended. 
It was not therefore Christ who suffered, but merely 
the man Jesus, who was as it were the receptacle of 
Christ. Irenzeus refutes this notion in the present 
chapter, and shews that Jesus Christ, who was born 
and crucified, was truly God and man. 

Among other arguments he quotes the words of 
St. Matthew, i. 18. Now the birth of Christ was on 
this wise, and observes, that if Matthew had said, 
the birth of Jesus, the Gnostics might have claimed 
this passage as supporting their opinion: but since 
the Evangelist speaks of Christ® being born and 
descended from Abraham, the union of the divine 
and human natures is proved: to which he adds, 
“and lest we should chance to think him a mere 
‘man, he is called H’mmanuel, God with us *.” 

These Gnostics did not in fact deny the divinity of 
Christ: they denied the union of the divine and 
human natures in one person. It was their con- 
viction of the divinity of Christ which made them 
decide that he could not become a man, as they 
knew Jesus to have been: they had therefore re- 
course to the absurd doctrine, which Irenzeus here 
refutes. He goes on to shew, that St. Paul expressly 
mentioned the two natures of Christ: he quotes 
Rom. 1. 3, 4. and then the controverted text, Rom. 


‘ It appears that the copies 
of St. Matthew which Ireneus 
used had only Christ in this 


ening his argument. Not. in 
Ed. Bened. The Vulgate also 
reads only Jesus. 


place, and not Jesus Christ : * —— quoniam hic est Em- 


for had he found the word Jesus 
also, he would certainly have 
brought it forward as strength~ 


manuel, ne forte tantum eum 
hominem putaremus. 
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ix. 5. “ Whose are the fathers, and of whom as - 
“ concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, 
“ God blessed for ever.” | 

These words, as they are quoted by Irenzus, and 
as they are translated in our English Bibles, un- 
equivocally assert that Christ is God: but since the 
Unitarians have tried to elude the force of this evi- 
dence, it will be necessary to examine, as briefly as 
we can, their statements and their reasoning. 

In the Improved Version, the passage is trans- 
lated thus :—and of whom by natural descent Christ 
came. God who is over all be blessed for ever. 
I shall not inquire into the propriety of the words 
by natural descent, nor consider whether the inter- 
nal evidence does not require that the sentence 
should be read without this division: but I shall 
confine myself to shewing, what properly belongs to 
the present work, that this mode of construction 
was entirely unknown to the Ante-Nicene Fathers. 
It was in fact never heard of till the time of Eras- 
mus: he is the first writer I can meet with who 
suggested such a punctuation; and though the Uni- 
tarians refer to him as their authority, Erasmus 
does not say that he thought this mode of con- 
struction right. The note to the Improved Version 
adds, “‘ In this sense it is probable that the early 
“ Christian writers understood the words, who do 
“not apply them to Christ.” Mr. Lindsey says", 
and Mr. Belsham * means to assert the same, (for he 
quotes his words without qualifying or correcting 
_them,) “that this clause was read so as not to 
“appear to belong to Christ, at least for the first 


" Sequel. p. 204. 
x Translation of St. Paul's Epistles. 


"8 IRENAUS, A.D. 185. 


«three centuries :” and Jonesy observes, “ had the 
“ original stood as it now does, the early Fathers 
- © would have cited this clause in proof of the divin- 
“ity of Christ. But neither Justin (I believe) nor 
“ Irenzeus nor Tertullian has quoted it with this 
“ view 7.” | 

This is coming to the point. We are here invited 
to meet our opponents on the ground which we have 
marked out for ourselves; their statements are posi- 
tive and precise: and I shall proceed without further 
comment to shew in what manner and in what 
sense the passage was quoted by the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers. 

In the first place it is difficult to understand with 
what fair intention the name of Justin Martyr is 
mentioned: for since he never quotes the passage 
at all, we can of course infer nothing as to the sense 
in which he understood it. 

We have already seen, that Irenzeus quotes the 
text as expressly asserting the divine and human 
natures of Christ. The Latin translation of Ire- 
nus, which alone remains, and which reads, ex 
quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus 
super omnes benedictus in secula, cannot of course 
admit of the punctuation and division which the 
Unitarians propose: to which I would add, that 
Irenzeus is to be cited, not only as giving his own 
opinion, but as the witness to a fact. He must often 
have read the passage himself; he must often have 
heard it read: it is perhaps not assuming too much 

y Analysis of the Epistle to ‘ed for ever.” (History of 
the Romans. early Opinions, II. p. 425.) It 

2 Dr. Priestley only says, would have been more inge- 


«* Paul is supposed to say, that nuous if he had stated his own 
** Christ was God over all bless- sentiments concerning this text. 
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_ to say, that he may have heard it read by Polycarp 
himself, the immediate disciple of St. John. He 
must therefore have known the manner in which it 
was customary to read the sentence in the churches ; 
and we have seen that he reads it, not so as to make 
the doxology at the end a separate and independent 
clause ; but so as to affirm that Christ, who came of 
the Jews according to the flesh, was also God over 
all, blessed for ever. We may conclude therefore, 
that the text was always read in this way in the 
churches which Irenzeus frequented. 

Tertullian, the third of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
mentioned by Mr. Jones, is the next in order of time 
whose writings we are to examine. He quotes the 
passage in two places. The first is where he is 
answering those persons, who accused. the Christians 
of acknowledging more Gods than one: he shews 
from the Old Testament, that the term God is ap- 
plied to more persons than to the Father, and then 
says, “ Not that we ever name with our mouth two 
«Gods or two Lords, although the Father is God, 
“and the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God, 
“ and each is God ;—and if the Father and the Son 
“are to be mentioned together, for sake of dis- 
“ tinction we call the Father God, and Jesus Christ 
« Lord: but yet, speaking of Christ singly, I can 
“ call him God, as Paul did, ofwhom ts Christ, who, 
“he says, ts God over all, blessed for ever*.” The 


2 Duos tamen Deos et duos Patrem appellem, et Jesum 


Dominos nunquam ex ore nostro 
proferimus ; non quasi non et 
Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et 
Spiritus Sanctus Deus, et Deus 
unusquisque sed apostolum 
sequar, ut si pariter nominandi 
fuerint Pater et Filius, Deum 


Christum Dominum nominem. 
Solum autem Christum potero 
Deum dicere, sicut idem apo- 
stolus, Ex quibus Christus, qui 
est, inquit, Deus super omnia 
benedictus in avum omne. adv. 
Praxitevii3p..507. 
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next place is in the same treatise, c. 15. where he 
introduces the text with these remarkable words: 
‘¢ Paul also himself has called Christ God, Whose 
“are the fathers, and of whom according to the 
“ flesh Christ Cui, e is over all, God blessed 
“ for ever.” | 

I might perhaps be satisfied with having shewn 
the falsehood of the statement, that Irenzeus and 
Tertullian do not quote the passage in proof of the 
divinity of Christ. But since Mr. Lindsey and Mr. 
Belsham extend the same remark to all the writers 
of the three first centuries, we must carry the in- 
vestigation further. 

The next writer in point of time is Hippolytus, 
who flourished about the year 220. He wrote a 
work against Noétus, who adopted what is called 
the Patripassian heresy : i.e. he believed that Christ 
was actually God the Father, and that the Father 
appeared upon earth, and died on the cross. One 
of the means which he used to support this doctrine 
was to cite all the texts which spoke of Christ as 
God: and after quoting many, he says, “ Christ was 
“* God, and suffered for our sakes, being himself the 
“ Father, that he might save us. We cannot come 
“to any other conclusion; for the apostle acknow- 
* ledges one God, when he says, Whose are the 
“< fathers, of whom as concerning the flesh Christ 


“ came, who is over all, 


> Christum autem et ipse 
(Paulus) Deum cognominavit, 
Quorum patres, et ex quibus 
Christus secundum carnem, qui 
est super omnia Deus benedictus 
m evum. 

© Xpirros yap iy eds, Kal ema- 
oxey Ov nuds avTos ay Tatnp, va 


God blessed for ever°.” 
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Thus Noétus evidently understood the passage as 
asserting the divinity of Christ. But it may be 
objected that Noétus was a heretic. We will there- 
fore see what notice Hippolytus takes of this quota- 
tion. We need not follow jhim in his refutation of 
Noétus; but he begins the 6th chapter thus: “ As 
* to the Apostle saying, Whose are the fathers, &c. 
*“‘ he declares the mystery of the truth properly and 
* plamly. He who is over all is God: for he thus 
‘« says boldly, Ad things are delivered unto me of 
“the Father, (Matt. xi. 27.) He that is God over 
“all is blessed; and becoming man is God for 
ever.” 

Origen is the next writer, and nothing can be 
more decisive than. his testimony in favour of the 
received interpretation, (in Rom. VII. 13. vol. 4. 
p. 612.) but I forbear to dwell upon it, because 
wherever the original Greek of Origen is lost, there 
is too much reason to suspect that additions and 
interpolations have been made by his translator 
Rufinus. There can be no doubt however that 
Origen noticed the passage, because he was writing 
a laboured commentary upon the whole Epistle: and 
though Rufinus may have added to the original, he 
would hardly have altered the whole tenor and spirit 
of it. 

Cyprian, who wrote between the years 247 and 
258, quotes the passage in his work entitled Testi- 
_ monies against the Jews. The second book is al- 
most entirely composed of texts, with little of Cy- 

1 °O de Adyer 6’ Arbarodoc, dy of mdvTa por wapadedoTas 1d Tod Ia- 
MATEDES, KeT. A. KAADS Senyeitas Kat pos" é Oy ext ndytoy Oeds evAoyntas 
Aapmpis ro rH¢ arybelas wrorhpiey? yeyevyTar, Kal GvOpwmos ‘yevonevas 
euros 6 wy ems wdvtwy eds dot, eds eotw els todo aidvas. c. 6. 
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prian’s own, except the short heads or titles to each. 
chapter. The subject of the 6th chapter is Quod 
Deus Christus, That Christ is God: and after 
many other quotations, he says, without any farther 
observation, “ Also Paul to the Romans, I could 
“ wish, &c. whose are the fathers, and of whom 
«“ as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over 
“all, God blessed for ever.” p. 286. 

Novatian, who was accounted a heretic, but who 
had no heretical opinions concerning Christ, quotes 
the passage twice in his work upon the Trinity, 
which is supposed to have been written soon after 
the year 257. In c. 13. he is shewing, by a reference 
to many texts, that “the substances both of God 
“and man were united in Christ °;” and after quot- 
ing this of St. Paul, without any comment, he con- 
cludes that “ Christ is God.” In c. 30. he argues, 
as Hippolytus did, against those who would not see 
that the Father is God and the Son God, yet there 
are not two Gods, but only one; and among many 
other texts which prove the divine and human na- 
ture of Christ, he quotes without any comment the 
one now before us. 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, died in Chea year 
264, and his works which remain to us were com- 
posed not long before. He may. be supposed to 
allude to this passage, when speaking of Christ he 
twice calls him “ God over all',’ for in no other 
place of the New Testament do these words occur. 

The last instance which I shall bring is a quota- 
tion of the passage in a letter written by the council 


€—utramque istam substan- °O ay emi mavtwy eis, p. 246. 
tiam in unam nativitatis Christi and 248. 
foederasse concordiam. p.714. 
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of Antioch in the year 269. This council was con- 
vened against the heresy of Paul of Samosata; and 
the Fathers in their letter assert that the Son of 
God is essentially and substantially God. They 
prove this by many texts, and among the rest by 
this of St. Paul &. | 

I would now ask, what grounds can Mr. Belsham — 
or any other person have for saying, “ that this text 
** was read so as not to appear to belong to Christ 
“ at least for the first three centuries ?” If it is ever 
quoted by the Ante-Nicene Fathers so as to support 
this assertion, I am not aware of the passage: I have 
looked carefully for it through all their writings, and 
I wish the reader to decide, whether there is any 
trace, even the remotest suspicion, of any of these 
Fathers having understood the passage in any other 
way, except as plainly declaring that Christ is God. 

I am sorry that Mr. Belsham should repeat the 
exploded and refuted story of the word.God being 
wanting in the copies of Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrys- 
ostom, in their quotations of this text. This is not 
true; at least if any MSS. of these authors do omit 
the word, it must be by accident, because they all 
introduce the passage where ke, are expressly 
arguing that Christ is God. 

‘Mr. Belsham, in his own translation of St. Paul’s 
Epistles, adopts another method of evading this plain 
text. He alters 6 dv into dv 6, and translates it, 
“* whose is the God over all, blessed for ever.” I am 
not concerned with this alteration any farther than 
to notice, what indeed the reader will have seen, 
that none of the Ante-Nicene Fathers countenance 


8 Relig. Sacr. II. p. 467. 
G 2 


84 IRENUS, A.D. 185. 


this transposition. It is in fact arbitrary, unauthor- 
ized, and presumptuous; and our astonishment at 
finding it in Mr. Belsham’s translation will be in- 
creased, when we find in a work, published by him- 
self only five years before, this very strong argument 
against admitting it; ‘“ This conjecture, ingenious 
“ and even probable as it is, not being supported by 
“a single MS. version or authority, cannot be ad- 
“‘ mitted into the text»:” and yet he has himself 
admitted it! and being aware that the conjunction 
and after the word fathers seemed to denote the 
last clause of the sentence, whereas his own trans- 
position has added another clause, he omits the con- 
junction altogether ! 
56. Irenei |. 3. c. 16. §. 7. p. 206. 

In the same chapter he says of Christ, “ He fulfils 
“the rich and vast will of his Father, he himself 
“ being the Saviour of those who are saved, and the 
‘“ Lord of those who are under his dominion, and 
* the God of the things which are made, and the 
“ only-begotten of the Father, and Christ who was 
‘ foretold, and the Word of God, who became in- 
‘‘ carnate, when the fulness of time arrived, in which 
“‘ the Son of God was to become the Son of man.” 

57. Irenei}. 3. c. 18. §. 1. p. 209. 

“ Having clearly proved that the Word which in 
“ the beginning was with God, by whom all things 
“were made, who also was always present with 
“ mankind, in these last days, according to the time 


h Calm Inquiry, p. 143. constituta sunt, et unigenitus 

i Diviti enim et multe volun-  Patris, et Christus qui predica- 
tati Patris deservit, cum sit ipse tus est, et Verbum Dei, incar- 
Salvator eorum qui salvantur, et natus cum advenisset plenitudo 
Dominus eorum qui sunt sub temporis, in quo Filium hominis 
dominio, et Deus eorum que  fieri oportebat Filium Dei. 
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* prefixed by the Father, was united unto his own 
*‘ creation, and became man capable of suffering: it 
‘“< follows, that all contradiction is excluded of those 
“ who say, ¢f Christ was born at that time, there- 
“ fore he did not exist before. For we have proved, 
“ that the Son of God did not then begin to be, hav- 
_ ing always existed. with his Father; but when he 
“* became incarnate, and was made man, he summed 
“up in himself the whole human race, giving us 
‘“< salvation *,” &c. 
58. Irenei |. 3. c. 18. §. 7. p. 211. 

He here continues the demonstration of Jesus 
Christ being God and man, and uses these remark- 
able words; ‘ Jesus therefore, as we have said before, 
“‘ united man with God. For if it had not been 
**a man who conquered the adversary of man, the 
enemy would not have been rightly conquered. 
« And again, if it had not been God who gave sal- 
** vation, we should not have had it securely. And 
‘‘ if man had not been united to God, he could not 
“ have partaken of immortality. For it was neces- 
“ sary that the mediator between God and man, by 
** his own relationship to both, should bring both to 
“ friendship and unanimity ; that he should present 


k Ostenso manifeste, quod in 
principio Verbum existens apud 
Deum, per quem omnia facta 
sunt, qui et semper aderat ge- 
neri humano, hunc in novissi- 


mis temporibus, secundum pre-, 


finitum tempus a Patre, unitum 
suo plasmati, passibilem homi- 
nem factum, exclusa est omnis 
contradictio dicentium, Si ergo 
tunc natus est, non erat ergo 
ante Christus. Ostendimus enim, 
quia non tunc coepit Filius Dei, 


existens semper apud Patrem ; 
sed quando incarnatus est, et 


homo factus, longam hominum 


expositionem in seipso recapitu- 
lavit, in compendio nobis sa- 
lutem prestans, &c. Recapitu- 
lavit is probably the translation 
of avexeparkaswocaro, the meaning 
of which verb is, to bring many 
things under one head. Irenzus 
frequently applies it to Christ, 
who represented the whole hu- 
man race. V. 1 Cor. xv. 22. 
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“man to God, and make God known to men!.” 
Irenzeus, with many other Fathers, whose names 
may be seen in the note, understood Christ to be 
a mediator, because he partook of both natures, the ~ 
divine and the human. 

59. Irenei |. 3. c. 19. §. 2. p. 212. 

In this chapter also having said, that those who 
believed Christ to be a mere man had no chance of 
eternal life ™; he observes, that no one of all the sons 
of Adam is called in the Scriptures God or Lord, 
and adds, that Jesus “ above all men that ever lived 
“is called God and Lord and Eternal King, and 
“ only-begotten, and the Incarnate Word, both by 
‘“‘ all the Prophets and the Apostles, and by the 
“ Holy Spirit himself. But the Scriptures would 
* not have testified this of him, if he had been merely 
*“ a man, like all other men. But that he had in 
‘himself above all men that exalted birth, which is 
“of the most high Father, and that he had also 
*‘ that exalted birth which is of a Virgin, both these 
“points the divine Scriptures testify of him: and 
“ that he was a man, with no form nor comeliness, 
ce subject to suffering, sitting upon the foal of an 
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compared. with the quotation 
from Hippolytus at N°. 175. 
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and from Cyprian at N°. 283. 
The same is said by Clem. Alex. 
Ped. III. 1. p. 251. Tertull. de 


resur. carnis, 51. p. 357. No- 


vatian. XVIII. Lactant. Instit. 
IV. 13. p. 303. 

m §,1. Qui nude tantum ho- 
minem eum dicunt ex Joseph 
generatum —— ignorantes au- 
tem eum, qui ex Virgine est, 
Emmanuel, privantur munere 
ejus, quod est vita eterna—— 
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by ass, that he had vinegar and gall to drink, that 
* he was despised by the people, and condescended 
“ even to death; and that he is the holy Lord, and 
«< wonderful Counsellor, and beautiful in appear- 
“ ance, and the mighty God, coming on the clouds 
“to judge all men—all these things the Scriptures 
“ prophesied concerning him *.” Dr. Priestley endea- 
vours to prove, that the Gnostics were the only per- 
sons who were considered as heretics for two or 
three centuries after Christ®: and he says of Ire- 
nus, that though he mentions the Ebionites, he 
takes no notice at all of any Gentile Unitarians. The 
object of this remark is to persuade us that Irenzeus 
did not consider the Unitarian doctrines as heretical ; 
and yet we find Irenzeus saying, as quoted above, 
that those who believed Christ to be a mere man 
had no chance of eternal life. Surely this is the 
Unitarian doctrine, and Irenzus as surely consi- 
dered it to be heretical. It is plain also from his 
words at N°. 57. that he looked upon those persons 
as heretics, who denied the preexistence of Christ, 
which is also a doctrine of the modern Unitarians. 
60. ILrenei |. 3. c. 20. §. ult. p. 214. 
« Again, it was foretold that it was neither to be 


" Quoniam autem ipse pro- 
prie preter omnes qui fuerunt 
tunc homines, Deus, et Domi- 
nus, et Rex eternus, et Unige- 
nitus, et Verbum incarnatum 
predicatur et a prophetis omni- 
bus, et Apostolis, et ab ipso 
Spiritu, adest videre, &c.—Hec 
autem non testificarentur Scrip- 
ture de eo, si similiter ut omnes 
homo tantum fuisset. Sed quo- 
niam preclaram preter omnes 
habuit in se eam, que est ab 
altissimo Patre, genituram, pre- 


clara autem functus est et ea, 
que est ex Virgine, generatione, 
utraque Scripture divine de eo 
testificantur: et quoniam homo 
indecorus et passibilis, et super 
pullum, &c. &c.—et quoniam 
Dominus Sanctus, et mirabi- 
lis Consiliarius, et decorus spe- 
cie, et Deus fortis, super nubes 
veniens universorum Judex, om- 
nia de eo Scripture propheta- 
bant. 

° History of early Opinions, 
I. p. 237, and 274, &c. 
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“a mere man who saves us, nor yet without flesh, 
« (Isaiah lxiii. 9.) and that he should begin to be a 
‘ real visible man, although he was the Word giving 
‘ salvation, (ib. xxxili. 20.) and that he was not 
‘‘ merely a man who died for us —— and that the 
“Son of God, who is God, was to come from that 
“‘ part. which is to the south-west of the mheritance 
‘of Judah; and that he who was of Bethlehem, 
‘“ where the Lord was born, should send forth his 
‘¢ praise into all the world, as the prophet Habakkuk 
“says, (il. 3, 4.) manifestly shewing that he was 
‘¢ God, and that his advent was in Bethlehem, and 
“from mount Ephrem, which is to the south-west 
‘“ of the inheritance, and that he was man?.” — Ire- 
nzeus had evidently a different version of some of 
these texts, but this does not affect the truth of the 
doctrine which he supposed to be deduced from 
them. 


n 


Lal 


61. ILreneil. 3. c. 21. p. 215. 

The divine and human nature of Christ are far- 
ther proved in this chapter by reference to the 
prophetic declaration of the Lord to Ahaz; “ God 
‘“‘ therefore became man, and the Lord himself saved 


P Rursus quoniam neque ho- 
mo tantum erit, qui salvat nos, 
neque sine carne, (sine carne 
enim Angeli sunt) predicavit 
enim, dicens, Neque Senior, ne- 
que Angelus, sed ipse Dominus 
salvabit eos, quoniam diligit eos, 
et parcet eis, ipse liberabit eos : 
(Esai. lxiii. g.) et quoniam hic 
ipse homo verus visibilis inci- 
piet esse, cum sit Verbum sa- 
lutare, rursus Esaias ait, Ecce, 
Sion civitas, salutare nostrum 
ocult tui videbunt: (xxxill. 20.) 


et quoniam non solum homo 
erat, qui moriebatur pro nobis, 
Esaias ait, Et quoniam ex 
ea parte, que est secundum 
Africum hereditatis Jude, ve- 
niet Filius Dei, qui Deus est— 
sicut ait Habacuc Propheta, 
Deus ab Africo veniet et Sanc- 
tus de monte Effrem, &c. mani- 
feste significahs, quoniam Deus, 
et quoniam in Bethleem ad- 
ventus ejus, et ex monte Effrem, 
qui est secundum Africum he- 
reditatis, et quoniam homo. 
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“ us, giving us the sign of the Virgin4:” and in 4. 4. 
“ By the words now quoted, (Isaiah vii. 10.) the 
“ Holy Ghost has accurately signified his birth, | 
“ which is of a Virgin, and his substance, that he is 
“ God: (for the name Emmanuel signifies this :) and 
“he shews that he was a man, by saying, butter 
“and honey shall he eat, and by calling him a 
“ child, before he knew to choose good and evil: 
“ for all these things are tokens of a human child. 
“ But that he shall not consent to iniquity that he 
« may choose the good, this is peculiar to God ; that 
“‘ by his eating butter and honey we might not sup- 
“ pose him to be a mere man, nor yet from the name 
“* Emmanuel suspect him to be God, without flesh *.” 
62. Irene? l. 4. c. 5. §. 2. p. 232. 

The object of this chapter, as of the fourth book 
in general, is to prove that there is only one true 
God, in opposition to the Valentinians, who held 
that the God of the Old Testament, the Creator of 
heaven and earth, was not the same as the Father 
of Christ. He shews, that the Law and the Prophets 
spoke only of one true God, who was also preached 
by Jesus Christ and his Apostles, and he concludes ; 
«¢ He therefore who was worshipped by the Prophets, 
“the living God, He is the God of the living, and 


1 *O @edc ody avOpwmog eyévero, nominat eum, et priusquam co- 


Ka ates Kupiog Eowoey nucis, Sods 
td THs mapOévov onrcior. 

t Diligenter igitur significavit 
Spiritus Sanctus per ea que di- 
cta sunt generationem ejus, que 
est ex Virgine, et substantiam, 
quoniam Deus: (Emmanuel 
enim nomen hoc significat,) et 
~ manifestat quoniam homo, in eo 
quod dicit, Butyrum et mel man- 
ducabit : et in eo quod infantem 


gnoscat bonum et malum: hee 
enim omnia signa sunt hominis 
infantis. Quod autem non con- 
sentiet nequitiea, ut eligat bonum, 
proprium hoc est Dei, uti non 
per hoc, quod manducabit buty- 
rum et mel, nude solummodo 
eum hominem intelligeremus, 
neque rursus per nomen Em- 
manuel sine carne eum Deum 
suspicaremur. 
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«‘ His Word, who also spake with Moses, who also 
“ refuted the Sadducees Christ therefore with 
“ the Father is the God of the living, who spake 
“ with Moses, and was revealed to the patriarchs*.” 

The testimony here borne to the divinity of 
Christ is so much the stronger, because Irenzeus is 
contending that there is only one God mentioned in 
the Old Testament: and since he here argues that 
Christ is the God who is spoken of in the Old 
Testament, it follows, that he must have believed 
him to be of one substance with the Father, very 
and eternal God. 

63. Irenei|. 4. c. 6. §. 7. p. 234-5. 

Valentinus and the Gnostics did not deny that 
Christ was God, but they said that he was not the 
same with the God of the Old Testament. Irenzeus - 
shews that the God, whom Christ preached, was the 
same with the God of the Old Testament, who 
created heaven and earth: hence he argues, from 
the confession of the Gnostics themselves, that 
Christ, since he. was God, must be the same with 
the God of the Old Testament. “He was one 
“and the same, the Father having subjected all 
“ things unto him, and he has received testimony 
“ from all, that he is truly man and truly God, from 
“the Father, from the Spirit, from angels, from 
“ creation itself, from men, and from apostate spirits, 
“ and from devils, and from the enemy, and lastly 
“‘ from death itself.” 


§ Qui igitur a Prophetis ado- 
rabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivo- 
rum Deus, et Verbum ejus, qui 
et loquutus est Moysi, qui et 
Sadduceos redarguit —— Ipse 
igitur Christus cum Patre vivo- 


rum est Deus, qui loquutus est 
Moysi, qui et Patribus mani- 
festatus est. 

-* Non ergo alius erat qui 
cognoscebatur, et alius qui di- 
cebat, Nemo cognoscit Patrem, 
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64. ILIrene@i\. 4. c. 11. §. 4. p. 240. 

In continuation of the same subject, he says, “ If 
“ therefore the very same God is come, who was 
*‘ foretold by the prophets, our Lord Jesus Christ, 
“and his coming has given a fuller grace and a 
“ greater distribution of gifts to those who received 
“him, it is plain that it is the very same Father 
“ who was announced by the prophets ; and the Son, 
*‘ when he came, did not spread the knowledge of 
*‘ another Father, but of the same who was spoken 
“‘ of from the beginning ",” &c. &c. He argues from 
the mutual testimony which the prophets in the Old . 
Testament, and Jesus Christ in the New, bore to 
each other. All that the prophets foretold was ful- 
filled in Jesus: whatever Jesus said of God his Fa- 
ther, agrees with what. is said of God in the Old 
Testament. Jesus did not therefore reveal another 
God; nor are there more Gods than one, but the 
Father and the Son, who are together one and the 
same God. | 

65. Ireneil. 4. c. 20. §. 4. p. 254. 

It is the object of this chapter to prove that there 
is only one God, viz. He, who made the world; and 
he says, “ There is therefore one God, who made 
“ and arranged all things by His Word and Wisdom : 
*‘ but this is the Creator, who also gave this world 
*‘ to the human race; who in His exceeding great- 
** ness was unknown to all those who were made by 
“ Him —— But according to His love is known 
“ always by him, through whom He ordained all 
sed unus et idem, omnia sub- « Si ergo idem ipse adest, qui 
jiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus _ preedicatus est a Prophetis, Deus 
accipiens testimonium, quoniam Dominus noster Jesus Christus, 


vere homo, et quoniam vere et adventus ejus pleniorem, &c. 
Deus, a Patre, a Spiritu, &c. &c.  &e. 
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“things. But this is His Word, our Lord Jesus 
“Christ, who in these last days was made man 
“among men, that he might join the end to the 
“‘ beginning, i.e. man to God. And therefore the 
‘“‘ prophets receiving the gift of prophecy from the 
“same Word, foretold his coming according to the 
“ flesh, by whom the conjoining and communion of 
“God and man was made according to the Will of 
“ the Father, the Word of God foretelling from the 
“ beginning, that God should be seen by men, and 
‘ should live with them upon earth, and should con- 
“ verse with them, and be present with His creation, 
“ saving it, and capable of being perceived by it, 
‘and freeing us from the hands of all who hate 
“ us x,” &c. 

In this passage the following points are asserted : 
that he who came to save us, who was seen on earth | 
and conversed with man, was the same who inspired 
the prophets; that by him God ordained all things, 
and that he was himself God and man. 

66. Lrenei |. 4. c. 38. §. 1. p. 284. 

‘‘ For this reason also our Lord in the latter times, 

«“ having summed up every thing in himself, came 


ca 


a 


x Unus igitur Deus, qui Ver- 
bo et Sapientia fecit et aptavit 
omnia: hic est autem Demiur- 
gus, qui et mundum hunc attri- 
buit humano generi, qui secun- 
dum magnitudinem quidem ig- 
notus est omnibus his, qui ab 
eo facti sunt —— secundum 
autem dilectionem cognoscitur 
semper per eum, per quem con- 
stituit omnia. Est autem hic 
Verbum ejus, Dominus noster 
Jesus Christus, qui novissimis 
temporibus homo in hominibus 
factus est, ut finem conjungeret 


principio, id est, hominem Deo. 
Et propterea Prophet ab eo-. 
dem Verbo propheticum acci- 
pientes charisma predicaverunt 
ejus secundum carnem adven- 
tum, per quem commikxtio et 
communio Dei et hominis se- 
cundum placitum Patris facta 
est, ab initio prenuntiante Ver- 
bo Dei, quoniam videbitur Deus 
ab hominibus, et conversabitur 
cum eis super terram, et collo- 
queretur, et adfuturus esset suo 
plasmati, salvans illud, et per- 
ceptibilis ab eo, &c. 
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* unto us, not as he might have come, but as we 
*‘ were able to behold him; for he might have come 
** to us in his incorruptible glory: but we could 
“never have borne the greatness of his glory y.” 
Compare N°. 6. p. 6. 

67. Irene \.5.c.17. §.3. p. 314. 

The following words belong to a different argu- 
ment, but they require no introductory remarks to 
make them plain. “ Jesus therefore by remitting 

sins cured men, and manifestly shewed himself 
“ who he was: for if no one can remit sins except 
“ God alone, but the Lord remitted these and cured 
“men, it is plain that he was the Word of God, 
“being made the Son of man, receiving from the 
“ Father the power of the remission of sins, that he 
“ was man, and that he was God; that like as he 
** suffered with us as man, he had compassion upon 
“us as God.” : 

68. Irener. 5. c. 19. §. 1. p. 316. 

The expression of Irenzeus, that the Virgin Mary 
“ received the glad tidings by the word of the angel, 
“that she should conceive God’,” is a very strong 
proof of the doctrine which we are maintaining, and 


Y Aie todro Kal 6 Kupios quay 
én ésxdtwy Tov Kapay dvaKxepa- 
Aasordprevos €ig aUToY Ta TdYTA, 
mrbe mpds nuds, ovx, ws adtdo nov- 
YUTO, GAN w&¢ Hincig avtoy ideiy ndv- 
vaca abroc pev yeep ev 7H apbap- 
ro abtor dobn mpds nucic eAOeiv ndv- 
yato" GAN yucig ovdemdmote TO pr€- 
yebos ts Sebns adtod Bacratey 
nouvaprcbc. 

2 Peccata igitur remittens ho- 

“minem quidem curavit, semet- 
ipsum autem manifeste ostendit 
quis esset. Si enim nemo pot- 


est remittere peccata, nisi solus 
Deus, remittebat autem hec 
Dominus, et curabat homines : 
manifestum, quoniam ipse erat 
Verbum Dei, Filius hominis 
factus, a Patre potestatem re- 


- missionis peccatorum accipiens, 


quoniam homo, et quoniam 
Deus ; ut-quomodo-homo com- 
passus est nobis, tanquam Deus 
misereatur nostri, &c. 

4 Per angelicum sermonem 
evangelizata est, ut portaret 
Deum, 
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reminds us of the epithet of @ecoréxes, Mother of 
God, which many of the Fathers have applied to | 
the Virgin Mary. 

Socrates indeed tells us >, that Nestorius publiely 
condemned the use of this word, as involving an 
impossibility, that God should be ‘born of a human 
being like Mary. Nestorius was accused of sepa- 
rating the nature of Christ into two distinct per- 
sons, as if one person had performed the actions 
suitable to the divine nature, and a different person 
had suffered, &c. as man: and it might be supposed, 
that he objected to the term Mother of God, be- 
cause he believed Jesus Christ to be a mere man. 
He was in fact charged with this heresy by his ene- 
mies: but Socrates, who was contemporary with 
Nestorius, tells us, that the charge was false, and 
that Nestorius did not believe Jesus to have been a 
mere man; and that it was only the words Mother 
of God to which he objected. We must remember 
also, that the dispute about this term was not heard 
of till the fifth century, when, as Socrates tells us, 
the prohibition issued by Nestorius was received 
with the greatest alarm by the clergy and laity, 
“ who had been taught from ancient times to con- 
“ sider Christ as God, and by no means to separate 
‘him as a man, on account of his incarnation, from 
* the Godhead °.” 

It has been asserted, that the title of Qecoréxos, or 
Mother of God, was not given to the Virgin till 
the time of the third council of Ephesus, A. D. 


b H. E. VIL. 32. avToy TH¢ aiKovojatars, 0G ayB pwmoy, 
© “Hoay yap mara didaybevres ywopilew ex tio Oeorytos. P. 380. 
Georoyety Tov Xpio roy, Kal pndapdrs 
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4304: but this is a mistake. The Fathers convened 
at that council, who approved of the use of the term, 
expressly said, that the holy Fathers before them did 
not hesitate to use it®*. LEvagrius, who agrees with 
Socrates in relating the controversy, says‘, that the 
word had been used by many celebrated Fathers ; 
and John bishop of Antioch, who wrote to Nesto-_ 
rius upon the subject, asserts the same thing’. So- 
crates expressly names Eusebius and Origen as hav- 
ing used the term: and accordingly we find it in 
the Life of Constantine, written by Eusebius, and 
in Origen’s Commentaries upon Deut. xxii. 23‘. and 
upon Luke*. Socrates says, that it was used by 
Origen in the first volume of his Commentary upon 
the Epistle to the Romans: but the Latin translation 
of this Commentary by Rufinus, which is all that re- 
mains, does not contain any indication of the word !. 

We have another instance of it being used in the 
time of Constantine by Alexander bishop of Alexan- 
dria, in a letter which he wrote to his namesake of 
Constantinople ™. : 

In the Disputation between Archelaus and Ma- 


d See Pref. Benedict. in Ori- 
gen. II. p. ii. 

® Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, 
who presided at the council, has 
these words: “Or: d€ Kal 7 @co- 
TOKOs Povy Kal adtois yéyove cuvHOs 
Tog mpo quay cyiots matpaow, of 
Kal én 6909 Oavudlovrar nlotes, Kat 
eis OeUpo mae TOG ava Tacay, ws 
eos cimely, THY Om” odpavoy, dely anOny 
Annas amopyvas. Ep. ad Regin. 

Pike 2. 

§ Tom. I. Concil. Hard. col. 
1329. 

poet | Mas 

Pit pe sq. 

‘ 


K The word does not appear 
in the Benedictine edition of 
1740, but the fragment which 
is published there, III. p. 979- 
80. is also published by Gallan- 
dus, IV. append. p. 87; and 
after the words cvugova tH vid 
pbeyyera: we are to supply % 
"EnicdBer dvabiay éavryy tng map- 
ovaias tno OeotoKov A€eyoura, wamep 
Kat 6 "lacwyns tng mpdg tov Xpiordv 
TAPUTTATEWS K. T. A. 

1 It has been thought that it 
existed there in I. 5. (IV. .p. 
466.) 

™ Theodorit. I. 4. p. 20. 
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nes", which was held about the year 277, we find 
the words Maria Det Genitrice; and since: the 
work, now extant, is merely a translation from the 
Greek, we may suppose that the word Qeorcxov ex- 
‘isted there. 

Dionysius, who was bishop of Alexandria from 
247 to 264, in a work which he wrote a short time 
before his death, applies this title to the Virgin se- 
veral times®; and in one place he calls her literally 
4 pytnp Tov Oecd, p. 265. 

But Origen, as we have seen, had already used 
the term: and even before the time of Origen there 
is reason to think that it had been adopted by Hip- 
polytus, who flourished about the year 220P. 

It is not improbable, that the original Greek of 
Irenzeus contained this word : and the passage quoted 
above, of which we have now only a Latin transla- 
tion, may have been ouTws Kal avTy dia Tod ayyerixou 
Adryou evnyyerby ws QcoroKos oton. 

We may observe also, that Ignatius, who lived so 
much earlier than any of these writers, made use of 
an expression equally strong ; “ Our God Jesus Christ 
“was conceived by Mary4:” and Tertullian says, 
that “‘ God suffers himself to be born in his mother’s 
“ womb '.” 

n Published by Dr. ‘Routh in 


the Reliquiz Sacre. IV. p. 219. 
° P. 211, 238, 240, 245, 261, 


seen in Reliquie Sacre, II. p. 
215. In vol. If. of Hippoly- 
tus, p.32. there is another frag- 


264, 274. 

P It is in a fragment  pre- 
served by G. Syncellus, Chro- 
nogr. p. 219. Part of this frag- 
_ ment is given in the edition of 
Hippolytus referred to in this 
work, I. .p. 272; but not the 
latter part of it, which contains 
the word @eorexos. It may be 


ment, in Latin, which contains 
the word Deipara. 

1 ‘O yap eds nuay *Inodis 6 
Xprotas exvocopyby ims Mapias. ad 
Eph. xviii. p. 15. 

" Nasci se Deus in utero pa- 
titur matris. De Patientia c. 3. 


p- 140. 
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Thus we may trace the same idea, though not. 
perhaps the same words, in regular succession, 
through the following writers; Ignatius, Irenzus, 
Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria, Archelaus, Alexander of Alexandria, Eusebius : 
and of these we may observe, that Dionysius was 
pupil of Origen, as Origen was of Hippolytus, and 
Hippolytus of Irenzeus; so that we might naturally 
expect to meet with similar expressions in their 
writings. 

The term Qeccrcxes, or Mother of God, could only 
have been used. by those who believed in the highest 
sense of the doctrine that. Jesus. Christ was God. 
_That God should have been born of a woman, seems 
so incomprehensible to our limited faculties, that 
some other form of conveying the same sentiment 
would have been chosen, if the early Fathers had 
not believed that Jesus was verily and substantially 
God. But being convinced of this doctrine, they 
felt no offence at the word: they did not. seek to 
explain the mystery, but finding it in the revealed 
word of God, they expressed it by a term which im- 
plied the mystery in its most inexplicable form, and 
left no room for their own belief to be called in 
* question. 

I may close this discussion by Rene. that the 
expression. itself is almost literally to be found in 
the words of Elizabeth to Mary, (Luke i. 48.) 
“ Whence is this to me, that the mother of my 
“ Lord should come to me?” The meaning which 
Elizabeth attached to the word Lord may be seen 
by comparing verses 25, and. 45 of this chapter. 

Having finished the quotations from Irenzus, I 
may observe, that Dr. Priestley seems entirely to 

H 
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have forgotten the writings of this Father, when he 
says, that Justin Martyr is the first Christian writer 
who adopted the doctrine of the permanent per- 
sonality of the Logos*: by which he means, that 
till that time the Logos was understood to mean 
merely the word or power of God. But Irenzus 
evidently interpreted the beginning of St. John’s 
Gospel in the same manner that we do: he repeat- 
edly speaks of Jesus as the Logos; which not only 
proves that he believed in the personality of the 
Logos; but his acquaintance with Polycarp, the 
disciple of St. John, makes it almost certain that the 
apostle used the term Logos in this sense. 


CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUuS. A. D. 194. 

The name of this Father, written at length, was 
Titus Flavius Clemens. It is disputed whether he 
was a native of Alexandria or of Athens; but his 
long residence in the former city has given him the 
name, by which he is distinguished from Clement of 
Rome. He became president of the Catechetical 
School of Alexandria about the year 190; and one 
of his hearers there was the celebrated Origen. Du 
Pin thinks that he did not die before the year 220. 

The works which have come to us entire, or 
nearly so, as written by him, are, an Exhortation to 
the Gentiles; the Pedagogus, or Instructor, in three 
books; and eight books of Stromata, or Miscellanies. 
There is also a short treatise, which seems unques- 
tionably to be his, entitled, What rich man can be 
saved? Dodwell thought that all his works were 
written between the years 193 and 195. 


® History of early Opinions, II. p. 46. and in many other 
places. 
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69. Clementis Cohort. ad Gentes, c.1. p. 6, 7. 

The object of this work of Clement is nearly ex- 
plained in the title. He wrote it, that he might 
persuade the different nations of the world to be- 
lieve the Gospel: and he accordingly gives in this 
treatise a summary of all that Christians believed 
concerning the Founder of their religion. Not far 
from the beginning of the work he has these words ; 
*“ The Word therefore, that is, Christ, is the cause. 
“ of our original being, for he was in God; and he 
‘is also the cause of our well-being ; since this same 
“ Word, who alone is both God and man, hath ap- 
“ peared unto men as the cause of all good things to 
“us: by whom we are instructed in living well, and 
“ conducted to eternal life. For, according to the in- 
* spired apostle of our Lord, (Tit. ii. 11.) The grace 
“of God that bringeth salvation to all men* hath 
“ appeared, teaching us that, denying ungodliness 
“ and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, right- 
“ eously, and godly, in this present world ; looking 
“« for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing 
“ of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ. 
“ This is the new song", the appearance, which has 
** now shone forth among us, of the Word who was 
« in the beginning, and preexisted ; the Saviour, who 
*« was before, hath appeared lately: he hath appear- 
“ed, who is in Him who is*, because he is the 
* Word who was with God: the Teacher hath ap- 
* peared, by whom all things were made; the Word, 
*‘ who also in the beginning gave life when he form- 


* T have coupled raow av6pd- the fabulous songs of Orpheus, 
mors With owrqpios in the transla- Amphion, &c. and invited men 
tion, rather than with érepdvy. ° to listen to the songs of Sion. 

"He had before alluded to «See p. 71, note. 
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«ed us, as the Creator, hath taught us to live well, 
“ appearing as a Teacher, that he might afterwards 
“ give us eternal life, as God ¥.” 

I have translated this passage at length, not only 
as containing such plain and repeated attestations of 
the divinity of Christ, but on account of the quota- 
tion from Titus ii. 13. It has often been said, that 
in these words of St. Paul, Jesus Christ is called the 
great God as well as our Saviour, though other in- 
terpreters refer the expression of the great God to 
God the Father. The passage is, “looking for 
“ the glorious appearing of the great God and our 
“ Saviour Jesus Christ ;” 
rigs doeys. TOD peycrov Oead Kat cwrnpos yuov Iyood Xpi- 
In our authorized version, the words certainly 
do not necessarily imply that ous Saviour Jesus 

Christ is the great God; but if we were to trans- 
late them, as we are equally authorized in doing ?, 
“the glorious appearing of our great God and 
* Saviour Jesus Christ,’ it would be obvious to 
every reader, that the expression great God re- 
ferred to Jesus Christ *. 

It is surely not too much to say, that the reason 
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z Dr. Clarke allowed that this - 


construction is grammatical. 
Scripture Doctrine, p. 77. 

* See Waterland, III. p. 128, 
&e. 
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for which Clement quotes the passage, as well as his 
commentary upon it, leads us to infer, that he gave 
this interpretation to the apostle’s words. He says 
expressly, that our Saviour, who has appeared, is 
God: so that if he did not actually understand St. 
Paul to call Jesus Christ the great God, he at least 
calls him so himself. 

Many scholars and biblical critics have contended, 
that the words of St. Paul ought to be translated’ as 
here proposed: and if we follow the rule which they 
have given, that “ when two or more personal nouns 
“of the same gender, number, and case, are con- 
* nected by the conjunction and, if the first has the 
“ definite article, and the second, third, &c. have 
“ not, they all relate to the same person °,” we shall 
be authorized in translating the following passages 
of the New Testament so as to present the strongest 
demonstration of the divinity of Christ. 

Eph. v. 5. in the al as of Christ, who is also 
God ¢. 

2 Thess. i. 12. according to the grace of our God 
and Lord Jesus Christ“. 

1 Tim. v. 21. before the God and Lord Jesus 
Christ °. 

Pet. 241. nein the righteousness of our God 
and Saviour Jesus Christ ‘. 

Jude 4. and denying our only Master, God and 
Lord, Jesus Christ §. 


> Horne’s Introduction, II. — Xpirrod. 

p- 509. "Ey Sixaworvvy Tov Oeod nay 
© Ky 29 Bactretg cco) Xpiotod Kab oaripos ee Xpiorov. 

Kat @eov. § Kal roy povoy deomorny @ety 
d Kard tay ydp Tod Oeod qudv Kal Kipiov nysy “Inoody Xproray ap= 

Kas Kuplov "Inoot Xpiorod. voters, where the propriety of 
© -Evémiy rot @eot kat Kupiov applying these epithets to Jesus 
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I would observe also, that the text, Titus ii. 13. 
is very like to 2 Tim. iv. 1. where we read, “ I 
“ charge thee therefore before God and the Lord 
“ Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and dead 
“at his appearing; or, as we might translate it, 
“ before the God and Lord Jesus Christ,” &c. 
In this text the word appearing evidently belongs 
to Christ, and so we contend that it does in Titus ii. 
13. and in each case the appearing is coupled with 
the mention of God and Jesus Christ. The word 
emipavera, appearing, is used five times in the New 
Testament. At 2 Tim. i. 10. it means the appear- 
ance of Christ in the flesh: but in all the other 
instances it means his second appearance to judge 
the world, and is always applied to Jesus Christ, 
never to God the Father. 

The words in Titus 11. 13. are only quoted by one 
of the Ante-Nicene Fathers beside Clement of Alex- 
andria: and the first passage rather contains an 
allusion to them than an express quotation. Hip- 
polytus, in his book de Antichristo (c. 64.) says, 
“What is left, but the appearing of our Lord and 
“ Saviour Jesus Christ who is God from heaven?” 
According to the argument of the Unitarians, we 
should refer the word Lord here not to Jesus Christ, 
but to God the Father ; which seems absurd, because ' 


Christ, and not to God the Fa- | 8eonéryy refers to Christ. 


ther, may be confirmed by refer- Db _ eydrioy tod Oecd Kal tod — 


ring to the second Epistle of St. 


Peter, which, as is well known, 
so closely resembles the Epistle 
of St. Jude; and in the parallel 
passage of St. Peter’s Epistle, 
il. I. we find tov ayopdoavta av- 
tors Seomorny cpvovrevot, Where 
there can be no doubt that 


n ~ ~ f 
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1 Ti weprelmetat, &AN 1 y em- 
pavera tod Kupiou Kal swrinpog nay 
‘Inood Xpiorod tot Oeot an’ ovpa- 
vov; vol. I. p. 31. 
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God is mentioned afterwards. If therefore Hippo- 
lytus meant the word Lord to refer to Christ, it is 
probable that in Titus ii. 13. where the construction 
is similar, he would refer the words great God to 
Christ; and this probability is increased by his ex- 
pressly applying the title of God to Christ in this 
place. In the last chapter of the same work he 
quotes the text thus: “‘ looking for that blessed hope 
“‘ and the appearing of our God and Saviour, at which 
“he will raise up those of us which are holy, and 
“ will rejoice with them, glorifying the Father * ;” 
in which passage he seems undoubtedly to have in- 
tended the coming of the Son and not of the Father. 
At p. 261. he begins a homily with these words, 
** All the creations of our God and Saviour are good 
“and very good!.” The Unitarians would trans- 
late, “ All the creations of God and our Saviour,” &c. 
and according to the analogy of construction in Titus 
ii. 13. they must refer the term Saviour to Christ : 
so that if Hippolytus did not here call our Saviour 
God, he must at least have ascribed to him dyusovp- 
yneara, or works of creation, together with God the 
Father. 

Dr. Routh, in his Reliquiz Sacre, (vol. II. p. 26.) 
bas advanced many convincing arguments for the 
construction here maintained. 

70. Clementis Cohort. ad Gentes. c. 1. p. 8. 

Shortly afterwards he quotes Phil. ii. 6. “ who 
« being in the form of God thought it not robbery 


K Tpoodexsuevos tyy paKapiay 1 Tldvra pey Kard, Kal Kara 
eAniva Kal emipdveray Tov Oecd Kah Alay Ta TOD Oeod Kal swrypos NADY 
TT nes HpdY, ey } dvactycas Tos Syusoupyyuata. In Theophan. L. 
aryiovs nov aby avdroic evppavOyce- p. 261. 

Tout, Sobatov Marépa. D>. 33. 
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“to be equal with God,” and instead of adding 
simply, as St. Paul does, but made himself of no 
reputation, or divested himself, (which would be a 
better translation of the original,) he says, “ but the 
“ compassionate God divested himself™;” by which 
words it is plain that Clement applied " God what 
is said of Christ, or in other words he considered 
Christ to be God. 

Since the words in Phil. ii. 5-11. have been so 
explained away by the Unitarians, who contend that 
there is nothing in the passage which shews the 
divinity or preexistence of Christ, I shall bring to- 
gether some of the passages in the works of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, where allusion is made to this 
text: and I shall undertake to prove the following 
points. 

That they understood the whole passage to speak 
of two humiliations of Christ; the first, when he 
divested himself of his divinity and assumed the 
human nature, the second, when being in our hu- 
man nature he became obedient to death. 

This is the general meaning of the whole passage. 
With respect to the several spay of it, I shall 
endeavour to shew, 

1. That being in the form of God means, that 
he was essentially and substantially God. 

2. That he thought it not robbery to be equal 
_ with God means, that he did not tenaciously adhere 
to his equality with God: and equality means here 
a real equality, not a resemblance. 

3. That he made himself of no reputation means, 
that to outward appearance he emptied or divested — 
himself of his Godhead. 
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4. That the two clauses, he took upon him the 
Jjorm of a servant, and was made in the likeness of 
men, should be taken together, as explaining each 
other. They should be translated, he took upon 
him the form of a servant, beng made in the like- 
ness of men: i.e. the form of a servant which he 
assumed means our human nature. 

5. That the exaltation, which followed his humi- 
liation, was merely his returning to the iy which 
he had before. 

In shewing that the Ante-Nicene Fathers attached 
this meaning to each of the different clauses, I shall - 
-do little more than bring quotations from their writ- 
ings to establish each point separately. The quota- 
tions will be arranged chronologically according to 
the time in which each writer lived; which will 
enable us to see whether the Fathers differed from 
one another in their interpretations of this passage, 
or whether they all agreed in viewing it in the 
same light. 

1. The words being in the form of God, as 
applied to Christ, mean that he was ames and 
substantially God. 

This we have already seen to be “A by 
Clement of Alexandria, when he says, in allusion to 
this text, shat “ the compassionate God nett 
* himself,’ 

In another place he says, speaking of Christ, 
“ Our Instructor is like to God his Father, whose 
*« Son he is, without sin, irreprehensible, and with- 
“ out passion in his soul: God zn the form of man, 
“ undefiled, ministering to his Father’s will, God 
“ the Word, who is in the Father, who is on the. 
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“yight hand of the Father, and an form also 
“ God ".” 

Tertullian argues, that the form ofa servant must 
mean that Christ was really a man, because being: 
in the form of God means that he was really God. 
He is arguing here against the Marcionites, who 
allowed the divinity of Christ, but denied the reality 
of his human body. + The Marcionites think that 
“the apostle supports their opinion about the sub- 
‘‘ stance of Christ, that there was merely an appear- 
“ ance of flesh in Christ, when he says, that bezng in 
“ the form of God, he thought it not robbery to be 


“ equal with God, but exhausted himself, taking. 


“the form of a servant, not the reality: and in the 
“ likeness of man, not 7z man: and being found a 
“ man in figure, not in substance, i.e. not in flesh: 
‘as if figure and likeness and form were not also 
‘“‘ parts of substance. But it is well that elsewhere 
“ (Col. i. 15.) he calls Christ the emage of the invisi- 
“ ble God: and does he here also place him as in 
“ the form of God? In the same manner Christ will 
* not be really God, if he was not really man, when 
«in the form of man. For reality must be excluded 
“in each place, if the form and likeness and figure 
‘“‘ are to be ascribed to a mere appearance. But if 
“he was declared to be in the form and image, as 
“‘ being the Son of the Father, who is really God, he 
“‘ was also really found to be a man, in the image 
“ and form of man, as being the Son of man; for he 
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“ used the word found intentionally, i. e. most as- 
“ suredly a man: for that which is found is proved 
“to be. So also he was found to be God by his 
*“* power, as by his flesh to be man °.” 

That Marcion himself interpreted this text of 
God descending from His divine nature, is evident 
also from the following remark of Tertullian. Mar- 
cion believed in two Gods, one of whom was superior 
to the other: and Tertullian says to him, “ If God, 
“‘ and indeed the higher God, lowered the greatness 
“ of His majesty by such humility, that he became 
“ subject to death, even the death of the cross? 

Hippolytus observes; “ After that the only-be- 
“ sotten Word of God, who is God of God, divested 
“ himself according to the Scriptures, lowering him- 
‘‘ self voluntarily to what he was not, and clothed 
‘“‘ himself with this inglorious flesh -—— %” 

Origen, after having noticed and admired the an- 
swer of Abraham to his son, “ God will provide 
“ himself a lamb for a burnt-offering,’ thus con- 
tinues, “ For the Lord himself provided a lamb for 
“ himself in Christ and He himself humbled 
“< himself even unto death* ;? where it.is plain that 


° Tt is not necessary to tran- 
scribe this long passage in the 
original. The reader will re- 
member that Tertullian is not 
here proving the divinity of 
Christ but his humanity, and 
the argument will be equally 
valid if we reverse it. In the 
language of Tertullian, if Christ 
were really and truly man, when 
in the form of man, he was also 
really and truly God, when in 
the form of God. adv. Marc. 
V. 20. p. 486. 
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Origen considered the person who humbled himself to 
be the same person who is called God by Abraham. 

In another place he says; “ If any one therefore 
“ despising the humility of Christ, who for our sakes 
‘“ when he was God became man, and humbled him- 
« self even unto death®,” &c. &c. 

Speaking of the Transieiavion, he says; “ You 
“‘ will ask whether, when he was transfigured before 
‘‘those who were taken up by him to the high 
“ mountain, he was seen by them zn the.form of 
“ God in which he existed before: since to those 
“who were below he had the form of a servant, 
“ but to those who followed him after six days to 
“ the high mountain, he had not that, but the form 
“ of God *.” 

Novatian quotes the whole passage, and has a 
dissertation upon it: and at those words, bemg in 
the form of God, he says, “ If Christ were merely a 
‘man in the likeness of God, he would not have 
“ been spoken of as zn the form of God: for we 
“ know that man is made after the Likeness, not 
“ after the form of God And he was truly said 
“ to be en the form of God, since he himself is over 
*‘ all things, and has divine power over every crea- 
“ture, and is God like his Father, though he ob- 
‘“‘ tained this from his Father, that he should be God 


et ipse se humiliavit usque ad 
mortem. in Gen. Hom. VIII. 
§. 6. p. 82 

s Si quis igitur Christi humi- 
litate contempta, qui propter 
nos cum Deus esset homo factus 
est, et humiliavit se usque ad 
mortem —— in Jud. Hom. III. 
§. 1. p. 464. 
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“and Lord of all, and God after the form of God 
“ the Father, begotten and produced by Him °.” 

Dionysius of Alexandria says; “ But the form of 
“ God is His Word, and Wisdom is acknowledged 
* to be the Son of God, and God himself, being al- 
** ways one person and one substantial person *.” 

In another place he says; “ He that endured the 
“ cross thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 
‘‘ who is the Word of the Father, and our Lord 
“God, the Lord of hosts, who was lifted up upon 
“‘ the cross.” 

This. same Father has a long dissertation upon 
the whole passage, which will be given more at 
length, when we come to quote from him. He 
says at p. 254, “ By Christ bemmg in the form of 
‘ God, is meant that the Father is in His Son Christ 
* the Word, and Christ in the Father’.” At p. 260. 
“ God disfigured himself, and heard the prayer of 
“ His suppliants, and He bowed the heavens and 
“ came down (Psalm xviii. 9.) to free us, being free, 
« as God, and Lord of glory, Jesus Christ *.” 


« Si homo tantummodo Chri- 
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forma Dei relatus fuisset: ho- 
minem enim scimus ad imagi- 
nem, non ad .formam Dei factum 
- Et merito in forma pro- 
nuntiatus est Dei, dum et ipse 
super omnia, et omnis creature 
divinam obtinens potestatem, et 
Deus est exemplo Patris; hoc 
ipsum tamen a Patre proprio 
- consecutus, ut omnium et Deus 
esset, et Dominus esset, et Deus 
ad formam Dei patris ex ipso 
genitus atque prolatus. De Tri- 
nitate, c.17. p.717. 
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The letter of the council of Antioch (which was 
held A.D. 269.) contains the following passage : 
“ The same God and man Jesus Christ was foretold 
‘‘in the Law and the Prophets, and is believed in 
“the whole church under heaven to be God who 
“ divested himself from being equal with God.” 

2. I have not met with the phrase ovy dpraypov 
nycicboz in the writings of any of the Fathers of the 
three first centuries. But in the letter written by 
the churches of Vienna and Lyons, in which they 
recount their sufferings and persecution ‘, there is a 
passage which may explain the sense in which they 
understood the words. Speaking of their brethren, 
who had been persecuted, and who though they had 
not actually died were called martyrs, they say of 
them, ‘“ They were so entirely imitators of Christ, 
“who being in the form of God thought it not 
« robbery to be equal with God, that though they 
“had attained to that glory, (of martyrdom,) and 
** not once or twice only but several times had borne 
““ witness, (uaptupyoavres,) yet did not call themselves 
‘*‘ martyrs, nor suffer us to address them under that 
* name.” Now since these men were literally mar- 
tyrs or witnesses, but gave up their right to such a 
title; and in doing so considered themselves to be 
imitators of Christ, who thought it not robbery, &c. 
they must have conceived that Christ gave up his 
right to something, or laid aside something, which 
he was actually in possession of. This was his being 
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in the form of God, or being equal with God. 1 
therefore understand the words he thought it not 
robbery, &c. to mean, he was not ostentatious of 
this equality, he acted as if he had it not, he laid it 
aside. | | 
We cannot learn much from the translation of the 
words by the Latin Fathers; for they generally ren- 
der them literally as we do. Tertullian has non ra- 
pinam existimavit esse se equalem Deo, and 
pariart Deo*®. Cyprian‘ and Novatian § both read, 
Non rapinam arbitratus est esse se equalem Deo. 
But Rufinus, in his translation of Origen’s Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, says", that 
the words mean, non sibi magni aliquid deputat 
quod ipse quidem equalis Deo, et unum cum Patre 
est: i. e. he did not think it any great thing that he 
was equal with God. I conceive this to be the true 
meaning of the words, which had acquired a sort of 
proverbial use among ancient writers‘. Christ being 


d Adv. Prax. c. 7. p. 504. 
¢ Adv. Marc. V. 20. p. 486. 
et de Resurrect. Carnis. c. 6. 


p- 329. 

f Test. II. 13. p. 290. 

& De Trinitate, c. 17. p.717. 

Pe te LV ip. 653. 

1 "Apmayua is oftener used 
than dprayyiy in this phrase, 
and it has been contended that 
Gprayyoy nyeioba: has not the 
same meaning as dprayya nyei- 
céa. But it is not probable 
that St. Paul would have ob- 
served this distinction, and we 
may compare his expression 
with the following: “Aprayya 
TO pnbev émanocato n’ApodKky. Ar- 
sace eagerly caught at what was 
said. Heliod. Athiop. VIII. 7. 
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tay. duocEeBOy poxOnpias, thinking 
death a great prize on account 
of the savageness of their wicked 
enemies. Euseb. H.E. VIII. 12. 
oloy ceprayuc Te THY emdvodoy ToLN- 
capevor, thinking their return 
home a great prize. ib. de vita 
Const. II. 31. We may also 
compare the following expres- 
sion in Latin :—non enim aut 
gravitati senatus congruebat 
omnia simul deferre, aut bono 
principi raptum ire tot simul 
dignitates. A good prince ought 
not to shew a great eagerness to 
enjoy so many dignities at once. 
Lamprid. Al. Sev. 1. In all 
these places we may perceive 
the same sense which Rufinus 
expresses by magni aliquid de- 
putare. 
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by nature equal with the Father did not think highly 
of this, as he would have done, if he had been raised 
to such equality from an inferior state, but he even 
laid it aside: he divested himself of it; which 1s 
the proper translation of the word éxévwcey, and is an 
allusion to the pleroma or divine fulness which St. 
Paul mentions, Eph. i. 23. Col. i. 19. 11.9. I shall 
therefore proceed to the third point which was pro- 
posed to be proved: for Christ’s divesting himself 
was. a consequence of his not thinking it robbery, 
i.e. not thinking it any great thing to be equal with 
God: and if we can ascertain what the Fathers 
understood by his divesting himself, it will also ex- 
plain what they understood by he thought it not 
robbery to be equal with God. 

3. Irenzeus says, that the apostles of the Gentiles 
had to teach that there was one God, “ and that 
“ His Word, who by nature was invisible, became : 
“ palpable and visible among men, and humbled 
« himself unto death, even the death of the cross*.” 

Origen observes, “ That which came down among 
* men was in the form of God, and out of benevo- 
“lence divested himself, that he might be compre- 
“ hended by men: but the change was not to him 
“from good to evil, for he did no sin; nor from 
‘‘ honour to dishonour, for he did not know sin; nor 
“ from happiness did he come to unhappiness: but 
“he humbled himself, and yet was no less happy, 
“even when he humbled himself for the benefit of . 
* mankind. But he who healed the wounds of 
* our souls by God the Word that was in him, he 


k Et hujus Verbum, naturali- factum, et usque ad mortem de- 
ter quidem invisibilem, palpabi- scendisse, mortem autem crucis. 
lem et visibilem in hominibus IV. 24. 2. p. 260. 
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* was incapable of receiving any harm. But if the 
“« Word, the immortal God, by taking a mortal body 
** and soul seems to Celsus to be changed and trans- 
** formed, let him know, that the Word continued 
*‘ substantially the Word, nor does it suffer any of 
*“‘ the things which the body and soul suffer; but 
** coming down once to that which was not able to 
‘ look at the dazzling brightness of his divinity, be- 
*“comes in a manner flesh, speaking corporeally, 
‘ until he, who receives him as such, being shortly 
“ exalted by the Word, is able to contemplate his 
*< own, and if I may so say, his primary form '!.” 
Dionysius of Alexandria says to the heretic Paul 
of Samosata; “ How can you say that Christ is 
*‘ merely a conspicuous man, and not very God, 
“ worshipped by every creature together with the 
“ Father and the Holy Ghost, who became incarnate 
“of the blessed Virgin Mary the mother of God ? 
“for he submitted for our sakes to be born of a 
*“ woman: whence also he submitted to suffering 
“ for our sakes, having divested himself, and hum- 


“ bled himself unto death, even the death of the 
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“ cross, being equal with God™.’ After which he 
says, “ He thought it not robbery to be equal with 
““ God, means—that he was not like those who by 
‘virtue and labour and trouble and contests take 
“ the kingdom of God by force: it was not thus that 
* the very Christ Jesus, who was not made perfect 
“ by the exercises of virtue, gained his equality with 
“God: but His glory covered the heavens, and 
“ the earth was full of His praise, and His bright- 
“ ness was as the light: (Hab. iii. 3, 4.) and he him- 
“ self who truly existed eternally in the Father bears 
“ witness, saying, I am the light of the world: 
“ (John viii. 12.) i. e. Lord of the world, having in 
“ himself the Father and the quickening and Holy 
« Spirit. He divested himself: he was not 
* contained in us by leaving the Father: God for- 
“bid! but I will quote to you the words of God 
“himself, which say, I and the Father will come_ 
“and make our abode with him, (John xiv. 23.) 
“that believeth on me. Christ Jesus, who 
“ divested himself, having in himself the Head, 
“ which is the Father, for the head of Christ is 
“ God, (1 Cor. xi. 3.) hath shewed strength with 
“his arm, and exalied the humble, (Luke 1. 51.) 
“ that the Highest might be contained in them, and’ - 
“ might dwell in us on account of his mercy and 
“‘ goodness wherewith he loved us. This is the 
“ divesture of the right hand of the Most High. So 
“that the divesture does not imply his change: God 
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“‘ forbid! but a renovation to us by his divesture, 
“ which he who divested himself gave to us. The 
“ Holy Spirit which was poured out on all flesh 
“ remains full: as does the holy and vivifying blood, 
“* which was shed from the depth of the divine side: 
* Jesus Christ who divested himself continues full, 
“who poured out the incorruptible blood: he con- 
*‘ tinues to live, who poured out his blood which 
“ gives us life ™.” 

Peter of Alexandria says, “ The Word was made 
“flesh by the Will of God, and being found in 
«< fashion as a man was not bereft of his divinity. 
“ For this was not done that he who was rich, by 
* becoming poor, might give up his power and 
“glory; but that he might submit to death for us 


“* sinners °.” 


After these quotations, I cannot help noticing the 
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following assertion of Dr. Priestley, who tells us, 
“ That Christ emptied himself of his former glory 
“ and power, and did not sustain the world during 
“his abode on earth, is quite a modern opinion ; 
‘¢ and on that account only can never be received as 
“ the original and genuine doctrine of Christianity ?.” 
It would be charitable to think that Dr. Priestley 
had never studied the early Fathers; but his own 
repeated assertions forbid us to justify his mistate- 
ments on these grounds. 

4. We might think that Tatian alluded to this 
text, and thought the form of a servant to mean 
the form of man, when he says, as quoted at p. 54. 
that “ God was born zn the form of man.” 

Clement of Alexandria says, “ The Word him- 
“ self is a mystery revealed, God in man, and man 
“ God but since the flesh is a servant, as Paul 
*‘ bears witness, how can any one with reason adorn 
“a servant? For that the flesh is 7x the form of a 
“ servant the apostle tells us, speaking of the Lord, 
“that he divested himself, taking the form of a 
“ servant: he calls the outward man a servant, be- 
‘“* fore that the Lord became a servant, and bore our 
“ flesh: but God hath himself freed the flesh, having 
“ suffered with it: he hath rescued it from corrup- 
* tion, and the deadly and bitter slavery, and clothed 
it with immortality 4.” 


P History of early Opinions, 
I. p.59. 
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Hippolytus makes the river Jordan say, in answer 
to the question, What ailed thee, O Jordan, that 
thou wast driven back? “ We saw the Creator of 
“ all things zz the form of a servant, and not know- 
“ing the mystery of the incarnation, we are driven 
“back through fear’.” Hippolytus is treating of 
the baptism of Christ in the river Jordan. 

In another place he says, that David “ wrote pro- 
** phetical Psalms upon the true Christ our God, and 
“ evidently declared all the things which happened 
“to him in his suffering from the Jews, how that 
“ Christ humbled himself and put on the form of 
“ the servant Adam’,” &c. And again, after quoting 
the 69th and other Psalms as spoken in the person 
of Christ, he says, “ Christ uttered all these prayers. 
“ incarnately as man, being very God. But,. as I 
“ said before, it was the form of the servant, which 
* said and suffered these things *.” 

Origen quotes the text, Phil. 11. 6,'7, and observes, 
“ He took the form of a servant, and though he was 
‘“‘ of an invisible nature, as being equal to the Fa- 
“ther, he yet took a visible appearance, and was 
“ found in appearance as a man".” And in another 
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place he says, “ Zo come, when applied to him, 
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does not mean to change his place, but that he 
appeared, who before was not seen: for being in- 
visible, by being the image of the invisible God, 
by taking the form of a servant, and being born, 
the Word was seen as flesh, ‘that by appearing 
thus he might lead us by this perception to see 
also his glory, the glory of the only-begotten of 
the Father*.” And again, “ The Scriptures some- 
times call him a servant, and sometimes Son: a- 
servant, on account of the form of a servant, and 
as of the seed of David; but Son of God, on 
account of his first-born essence Y.” 

Novatian’s words are perhaps the most express: 
He was content to take the form of a servant, i. e. 
to become man and the substance of flesh and 
body at which time also he divested himself, 
while he did not refuse to take the human weak- 
ness of our nature. But if he had been merely 
born as a man, he would not by that have divested 
or emptied himself: for @ man, when he is born, 
is increased, not diminished. For when he begins 
to be that which he could not have had when he 
was not, he is not made empty, but is rather in- 
creased and enriched. But if Christ is made empty 
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by being born, by taking the form of a servant, 
how is he merely a man? of whom it would be 
more correct to say, that he became rich when he 


was born, not that he became empty 7. 
5. The following passages may explain what St. 


Paul meant, when he said of Christ, that. “ God hath 
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highly exalted him.” (Phil. ii. 9.) 

Hippolytus says, “The expression grown up’, 
signifies the progress of the glory naturally inhe- 
rent in him, and its return to what it was from 
the beginning For after that the only-begotten 
Word of God, who is God of God, divested him- 
self according to the Scriptures, lowering himself 
voluntarily to what he was not, and clothed him- 
self with this inglorious flesh, he is afterwards said 
to be highly exalted, and receives the name which 
as above every name, according to St. Paul’s words, 
as if on account of his human nature he had it 
not, and almost like a favour. But in real truth 
it was not a gift, as of things which originally did 
not naturally belong to him; very far from it: it 
should rather be considered a returning and recur- 
rence to what belonged to him originally and sub- 


“ Ut formam servi susciperet 
contentus fuit, hoc est, homi- 
nem illum fieri et substantiam 
carnis et corporis———quo tem- 
pore se etiam exinanivit, dum 
humanam conditionis fragilita- 
tem suscipere non _ recusavit. 
Quoniam si homo tantummodo 
natus fuisset, per hoc exinanitus 
non esset: homo enim nascens 
augetur, non exinanitur: nam 
dum incipit esse quod, cum 
non esset, habere non potuit, 
ut diximus, non exinanitur, sed 
potius augetur atque ditatur. 


Ac si Christus exinanitur in eo 
quod nascitur, formam servi ac- 
cipiendo, quomodo homo tan- 
tummodo est? de quo verius 
dictum fuisset locupletatum il- 
lum esse tunc-quum nasceretur, 
non exinanitum. De Trinitate, 
O57) Doel 

a Instead of “Joseph is a 
* fruitful bough,’ which we 
read at Gen. xlix. 22. Hippoly- 
tus translates, Joseph is a son 
grown up, which he applies to 
Christ. He follows the LXX, 
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“¢ stantially, and so as not to be lost. Therefore he 
‘said, when he had incarnately submitted to the 
“ meanness of the human nature, Lather, glorify 
“ me with the glory which I had &c. (John xvii. 5.) 
‘“‘ for he was always in divine glory, existing toge- 
“ ther with his own Father before all age and time 
“ and the foundation of the world °.” 

Origen uses the same language in commenting 
upon John xiii. 31. “ Now is the Son of man glort- 
“ fied, and God is. glorified in him.” His words 
are, “The glory, which followed death for man’s 
“sake, did not belong to the only-begotten Word, 
“who by nature cannot die, nor to. Wisdom and 
‘“ Truth, and all the other divine attributes which 
“ are in Jesus; but to the man, who was also Son 
“of man, born of the seed of David according to 
“ the flesh It was the same, I imagine, whom 
‘God hath highly exalted when he became obe- 
“dient unto death, even the death of the cross. 
“For the Word, who in the beginning was God 
“with God, does not admit of higher exaltation : 
“ but the higher exaltation of the Son of man, which 
“happened to him when he glorified God in his 
“death, was not by his being different from the 
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* Word, but the same with it; for if he that is 
«joined to the Lord is one Spirit, so that it can 
* no longer be said of such an one and of the Spirit, 
“ that they are two; how should we not much ra- 
“ ther say, that the human nature of Jesus became 
* one with the Word, when the Word, who thought 
“it not robbery to be equal with God, was highly 
*“‘ exalted, and yet remained in his own exaltation, 
“ or rather was restored to it, when he was once 
“more with God the Word, who is God and 
*“ man‘?” His words are still more plain and con- 
cise when he says, that “ He divested himself, coming 
“ down hither, and having divested himself, he re- 
* ceived again those things from which he divested 
“ himself, having divested himself voluntarily ¢.” 
Novatian writes thus: “ He received a name which 
* 75 above every name, which we understand to be 
“no other than the name of God. For since it be- 
“‘ longs to God alone to be above all things, it follows, 
“‘ that that name is above every thing, which belongs 
“to Him who is above all things, i. e. God For 
«© if Christ were not also God, every knee would not 
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« bow at his name, of things in heaven, and things 
“an earth, and under the earth, visible and invi- 
“ sible; nor would every created thing be subject 
“ or inferior to a man, since they would have re- 
** membered that he before had been a man. Where- 
** fore since Christ is said to be 22 the form of God, 
“and is proved to have divested himself, so as to 
“be born according to the flesh, and is declared to 
“ have received that name from the Father whech 
“as above every name and all this is asserted 
“ to contribute to the glory of God the Father, it 
‘‘ follows, that he is not only man, because he be- 
“ came obedient to his Father, even to the death of 
“ the cross; but from these very circumstances, 
‘“‘ which declare the divinity of Christ, he is proved 
* to be the Lord Christ Jesus and God °.” 
Methodius gives his interpretation of the text 
thus: “ The Son of God came from the fulness of 
“the Godhead into life: for being divested, and 
“ having taken the form of a servant, he was again 
“ fully restored to his own perfection and rank. For 


ma Dei esse Christus dicitur, et 
dum in nativitatem secundum 
carnem sé exinanisse monstra- 


€ Accepit enim nomen quod 
est super omne nomen, quod uti- 
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quam nomen Dei. Nam quum 
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, 
consequens est, ut nomen illud 
sit super omne, quod est ejus, qui 
super omnia est Dei.——-Neque 
enim si non et Deus esset Chri- 
stus, omne se im nomine ejus ge- 
nu flecteret, ccelestium, - terre- 
strium et infernorum, nec visi- 
bilia aut invisibilia, aut rerum 
omnium omnis creatura homini 
esset subjecta sive substrata, 
quee se ante hominem esse me- 
minisset, Ex quo dum in for- 


tur, et dum id accepisse nomen 
a patre quod sit super omne no- 
men exprimitur,——et hoc ip- 
sum in gloriam Dei Patris suc- 
currere asseritur, consequenter 
non ex illo tantum homo est, 
quia obediens Patri factus est 
usque ad mortem, mortem au- 
tem crucis, sed ex his etiam re- 
bus superieribus  divinitatem 
Christi. sonantibus, Dominus 
Christus Jesus et Deus mon- 
Stratur. C. 17. p. 122, 
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** being diminished in himself, and dissolved in his 
“own parts, he was again restored from his own 
* diminution and his own parts to his own fulness 
“and magnitude, never having been diminished so 
“‘ as not to be perfect ‘.” 

These are some of the passages in which the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers allude to the text, Phil. ii. 6. 
&c.: and when the reader has compared them to- 
gether, I would ask him the simple question, whe- 
ther he thinks that the Fathers agreed with the 
Unitarians in saying, that “this text admits of a 
* fair interpretation consistent with the proper hu- 
“ manity of Jesus Christ §?” The Unitarians under- 
stand the text to mean—that Jesus Christ being 
endued with the power of working miracles, so as 
to resemble God, did not lay claim to this power as 
his own by right, nor ostentatiously display it for 
his own advantage; but voluntarily submitted to 
the labours and the indignities and the punishment 
of a slave. He appeared like any other mortal, and 
at length was crucified; wherefore God has made 
him superior to all former prophets, that all man- 
kind of every condition and degree should be taught 
by Jesus Christ the worship of the true God *. 

Whether this was the sense in which the Fathers 
understood the passage, the quotations given above 
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may serve to shew. The great difference between 
the two interpretations is this: The Unitarians un- 
derstand the whole passage to relate to the conduct 
of Christ while he was upon earth: we conceive 
that it speaks of two humiliations; one, when the 
Son of God left the bosom of his Father to take 
upon him our human nature; the second, when, 
being found in fashion as a man, he submitted to 
die upon the cross. In addition to the former quo- 
tations, I may adduce Cyprian as conceiving this to 
be the general meaning of the passage, when he 
brings it as one of the testimonies to prove “ that 
‘‘ Christ was to come humble at his first advent:;” — 
and at N°. 284. there will be found another quota- 
tion from Cyprian, which if it does not expressly al- 
lude to the present text, at least contains the same 
doctrine which we are endeavouring to deduce from 
it. Clement of Rome also, the fellow-labourer of 
St. Paul, who is mentioned under that title in this 
very Epistle to the Philippians, might be thought 
to have had the apostle’s words in view, when he 
said, as quoted at N°. 6. “Christ belongs to the 
‘“ humble minded, who do not exalt themselves over 
“his flock. Our Lord Jesus Christ, the Sceptre of 
“‘ the majesty of God, did not come in the pomp of 
‘“‘ splendour or of pride, although he might have 
‘* done so, but humble.” | 

I cannot conclude this long discussion better, than 
by giving the meaning of the passage in the words 
of Milton, who as an Arian would certainly not have 
been over zealous to support the divinity of Christ. 


i Testimon. II. 13. Quod humilis in primo adventu suo 
veniret. p. 289. 
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Because thou hast, though thron’d in highest bliss 
Equal to God, and equally enjoymg 

Godlike fruition, quitted all, to save 

A. world from utter loss; and hast been found 
By merit more than jist Son of God, 
because in thee 

Love hath abounded more than glory abounds ; 
Therefore thy humiliation shall exalt 

With thee thy manhood also to this throne. 


All knees to thee shall bow, of them that bide 


In heaven, or earth, or under earth in hell. 


P. L. III. 305. 


71. Clementis Cohort. ad Gent. c.1. p. 9. 

Speaking of John the Baptist, he says, “ John the 
“ herald of the Word—exhorted them to prepare 
“ for the coming of God the Christ *.” This asser- 
tion of the divinity of Christ is very plain, since it 
evidently refers to the words spoken by John in the 
wilderness: and it also enables us to illustrate two 
passages in the New Testament, Matt. il. 3. and 
x1. 10. | 

Matthew iii. 3. as well as Mark i. 3. and Luke 
iii. 4. quote Isaiah xl. 3. thus, Prepare ye the way 
“of the Lord, make his paths straight.” In the 
Hebrew it is, “ Prepare ye the way of the Lord, 
“ make straight in the desert a highway for our 
“ God.” St. Luke also gives the remainder of the © 
quotation, “and all flesh shall see the salvation of 
“« God,” which, though different from the Hebrew, 
agrees with the Septuagint. In these words of 
Isaiah it is God, Jehovah, for whom a way is to be 
prepared: but the evangelists make John to haye 
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fulfilled the prophecy, when he came to prepare the — 
way for Jesus Christ. It follows therefore, as Cle- 
ment says expressly in the present quotation, that 
Christ is God. 

The other passage is Matt. xi. 10. “ Behold, I 
“send my messenger before thy face, which shall 
“ prepare thy way before thee.” This is a quota- 
tion from Malachi iii. 1. which Clement may also 
have had in view, when he said, that “ John ex- 
© horted them to prepare for the coming of God the 
“ Christ.” In Malachi it is, “I will send my mes- 
« senger, and he shall prepare the way before 
“me: i.e. the messenger was to prepare the way 
before God: for it is God, Jehovah, who speaks. 
(ver. 6.) All the three evangelists agree in saying 
who shall prepare thy way before thee, i. e. 
before Christ; so that the evangelists considered 
Christ to be the same with God. Commentators 
have been perplexed to account for the difference 
between the original prophecy, as delivered by Ma- 
lachi, and the words given by the three evangelists : 
but there seems no occasion for our trying to re- 
concile them. The evangelists probably quoted from 
memory in this case, as they certainly did some- 
times: and if they had no other notion of Christ, 
but that he was God, it would be indifferent to 
them whether they represented God as saying, be- 
fore me, as speaking of himself, or before thee, as 
speaking of Christ. They did not intend to make 
any alteration in the words, and they knew that 
they were making no alteration in the sense. - Thus 
the evangelists, as well as Clement, tell us, that 
the person, before whom John was sent to prepare 
a way, was God, our Saviour Jesus Christ. 
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72. Clementis Cohort. ad Gent. c. 9. p. 72. 

Having mentioned some of the exhortations in 
the New Testament, by which Christ and his apo- 
stles invited men to receive the Gospel, he adds 
these remarkable words; “ Are you so secure, or 
“ rather so incredulous, that you will be persuaded 
“ neither by the Lord himself, nor by Paul, even 
«when he entreats you for Christ’s sake, to taste 
“and see that Christ is God!?” This testimony 
is valuable, not only as giving the sentiments of Cle- 
ment himself concerning the divinity of Christ, but 
as conveying to us the important fact, that in his 
opinion St. Paul openly exhorted men to believe in 
Christ as God. 

The latter words are an evident allusion to Psalm 
xxxiv. 8. O taste and see that the Lord is good; 
yevourbe Kab LOETE OTL XPNoTOS 6 K vpios : and we must not 
suppose that, in Clement’s quotation, Xprords, Christ, 
is put for ypyores, good, by mistake. In two other 
places™, Clement quotes the same words, and in 
each he says, taste and see that the Lord is Christ. 
The early Christians were fond of this play upon 
the words, and of remarking, that Christus (Christ) 
and Chrestus (good or meek) so nearly resembled 
each other. Justin Martyr says, “ As far as appears 
‘“‘ from the name which is objected against us, we are 
« most meek :” (ypyotéraro™ :) and again, “We are ac- 
* cused of being Christians: but it is not right that 
“ what is meek should be hated®.” ‘Tertullian al- 
ludes to the resemblance thus: “ The word Chris- 
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“ tian is derived from anointing: but when you 
‘‘ pronounce the word improperly, it is derived from 
“ suavity or benignity?.” It is not improbable, that 
Christus and Chrestus differed very little from each 
other as pronounced by the ancients; and Suetonius 
certainly speaks of Chrestus when he meant to name 
our Saviour? 

73. Clementis Cohort. ad Gent. c. 10. p. 84. 

Equally, or even more forcible, is the following 
exhortation; “ Believe, O man, in him who is man 
“ and God: believe, O man, in him who suffered, 
‘and is worshipped, the living God: believe, ye 
“ that are enslaved, in him who was dead: all ye 
‘men believe in him, who alone of all men is 
* God" ;” of which words it is only necessary to re- 
mark, that they exclude- every other interpretation 
or inference, but that which makes Jesus Christ to 
be verily and substantially God: he who was man, 
who suffered and died, is to be worshipped as the 
living God. 

In the next quotation Clement again oa of 
Christ as being worshipped: and at p. 311. he ad- 
dresses a prayer to the Word, as to God’. At 
p- 851. he says, “ We are commanded, that we 
‘*‘ ought to worship and honour him, convinced that 
“ he is the Word and Saviour and Governor, and 
““ by him the Father,t” &c. When we find Clement. 
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thus expressly asserting that Christ is to be wor- 
shipped, we should remember, that in many places 
he protests against all creature-worship. At p. 59. 
after condemning the idolatry of the heathen, he 
says, “I long for the Lord of the spirits, I seek after 
* the Lord of the fire, the Creator of the world, God 
** who gave to the sun its light, not after the works 
“of God".” At p. 809. he says, that “the first 
“ commandment taught the Jews to abstain from 
“the idolatry of created things, placing all their 
* hope in Him who was truly God:” and that the 
second commandment taught them “ not to give the 
“name of God to things that were created*.” If 
Clement really held these sentiments, how could he 
worship Christ, if he believed him to have been a 
man created by God ? 

We have already seen, p. 56. that Melito also 
spoke of Christ as an object of worship. Tertullian 
must also have held the same doctrine, when he 
says, “ This patience of the body recommends us 
“ when we are praying, strengthens us when we 
“are deprecating; it opens the ears of Christ our 
«God Y.” In another place he says, “ The kingdom 
« and name of Christ is extended every where, is be- 
lieved every where, is had in reverence by all the 
* nations enumerated above, reigns every where, Is 
“ worshipped every where’.” Origen asserts, that 
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“ the Christians abhor worshipping any thing else 
“than God who is over all, and the firstborn of 
“ every creature, who is His Word and God*:” 
and again, “Christ is to be worshipped on account 
“of the Word of God that is in him».” Cyprian 
tells us, that “ God the Father has commanded that 
‘‘ His Son should be worshipped*.” Dionysius of 
Alexandria uses the very strong expressions, that 
‘‘ Christ is to be worshipped by every creature with 
“the Father and the Holy Spirit ’:” and “that the 
“multitude of the blessed spirits above worship 
“ Christ ®.”’ Lastly, Arnobius informs us of the 
fact, that Christ “ was worshipped with daily sup- 
“ plications ',’ and “worshipped in the highest de- 
‘. preeis.”’ 

- These are some of the places in which the Ante- 


enumeratis colitur, ubique re- 
gnat, ubique adoratur. adv. Ju- 
deeos, c. 7. p. 189. 
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xcix. 5. p. 780. Notwith- 
standing these expressions, Dr. 
Priestley tells us, that ‘ Ori- 
“gen, in a large treatise on 
“the subject of prayer, urges 
“‘ very forcibly the propriety of 
*“‘ praying to the Father only, 
‘and not to Christ:”’ from 
which he argues, that ‘in his 
‘time petitions to Christ were 
“ unknown in the public as- 
‘* semblies of Christians.”’ (His- 
"tory of early Opinions, I. p. 37. 
see also III. p. 419.) This ne- 


gative argument is surely over- 


thrown by the positive evidence 
of Origen himself. See also 
another passage from Origen at 
N°. 205. 
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Nicene Fathers speak of religious worship being 
paid to Christ: and they surely are sufficient to de- 
cide the fact of such worship being paid, however 
some persons may question the propriety of paying 
it. We are at present concerned in investigating 
the fact: and we shall perhaps pause before we ac- 
cuse all the Fathers of the three first centuries, of 
either not understanding the first principles of their 
religion, or wilfully perverting them. Dr. Priestley 
urges it as a very strong argument against the divi- 
nity of Christ, that he was not worshipped by the 
early Christians; whereas they must have worship- 
ped him, if they had believed him to be God". If 
_ the examples given above have any weight, we may 
turn Dr. Priestley’s argument against himself, and 
conclude, that the early Christians did believe Christ 
to be God, because they paid him religious worship. 

74. Clementis Cohort. ad Gent. c.10. p. 86. 

Having appealed to the astonishing progress which 
the Gospel had then made in the world, as a proof 
of its divine origin, he says, “ For the Lord could 
** not have accomplished so vast a work in so short 
‘a time without divine Providence the Lord, 
“ who in person was despised, though in reality 
** worshipped; he who was truly a Purifier, a Sa- 
‘‘ viour, and Placable'; the divine Word, who was 
“truly and most manifestly God, who was equal to 
“‘ the Lord of the universe, because he was His Son, 
“‘ and the Word was in God*.” The expression of 
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Christ being truly God, wtws Oeds, is the more re- 
markable, because it is one which Clement in seve- 
ral places! applies to God the Father, styling him 
the only real God, p.ovos ovT ws Obi cr 
5. Clementis Pedagog. \.1. c. 5. p. 112. 
~The object of this chapter is to shew, that God 
considers us all as children both in providing for us, 
and in teaching us. Clement also produces those 
passages in which Jesus himself is called a child, 
particularly that of Isaiah ix. 6. where the child that 
‘ was to be born is said to be Wonderful, Counsellor, 
the mighty God, the everlasting Father: after 
which magnificent prophecy, Clement very justly 
exclaims, “O the mighty God! O the perfect 
“ Child! the Son in the Father, and the Father in 
“the Son John bears witness to this child, 
“ Behold the Lamb of God! For since the Scrip- 
“ture calls infant children /ambs, it calls God the 
‘Word, who was made man for us, who was will- 
“ing in all things to be like unto us, the Lamb of 
“ God, the Son of God, the Child of the Father ™.” 
76. Clementis Pedagog. \.I. c. 6. p. 113. 

In order to introduce the next example, we may 
give a remarkable instance of the manner in which 
the Fathers quoted from memory. Clement gives 
the words which were spoken from heaven at the 
baptism of Jesus in the following manner; “Thou 
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“art my Sileved Son, this day have I begotten 
“ thee.” Matthew, (iii. 17.) Mark, (i.11.) and Luke 
(ii. 22.) all give the words with little variation, 
“ Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well 
“« pleased.” Instead of the last clause, Clement sup- 
plies the words of Psalm ii. 7. Perhaps we ought 
not to say in this instance that he quoted from me- 
mory. There is good reason to suppose, that in 
some MSS. the passage was read in this way. Jus- 
tin Martyr, who lived before Clement, quotes it so 
twice", as do Methodius® and Lactantius?. Au- 
gustin expressly says, that some copies of St. Luke 
read, “ Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
“ thee,” though the words were not in the older 
Greek MSS. He seems to have thought it not 
improbable, that the latter words were actually 
spoken 4. 

Clement follows up the quotation with these 
words; “ Let us then ask these wise people, is 
“Christ, who is begotten again this day, already 
“ perfect, or, which is most absurd, is he deficient ? 
“if the latter, there must be something which he 
« has yet to learn: but it is unreasonable that there 
“‘ should be a single thing for him yet to learn, since 
“ he is God*.” Clement accordingly concludes, that 
Christ is “perfect, born of the Father who is per- 
“ fect *:” and yet at p.129. he says, that he has 
proved “that the Father alone is perfect ;” which 
two statements can.only be reconciled by our be- 
lieving the Father and the Son to be one; and this 
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is asserted by Clement in the very next sentence, 
‘for the Son is in Him, and the Father in the 
“«. Soni 

77. Clementis Pedagog.\.1. c. 6. p. 118. 

It is well known, however, that the Fathers often 
quoted passages of Scripture from memory. We 
must not therefore always found a various reading 
upon the mere authority of such quotations, if it is 
not supported by other evidence. I mention this, 
because the following example contains a quotation 
from St. Paul, in which Clement:-makes a remark- 
able variation from the received text. In quoting 
Gal. iv. 7. he gives it thus; “ Wherefore thou art 
“no more a servant, but a son; and if a son, then 
“ an heir through God.” Our received version says, 
“an heir of God through Christ,” xaypovéuos Oecd 
01% Xpiorov, though Griesbach would merely read xAy- 
povouos, Without the other words. I do not wish to 
contend that the copies which Clement used con- 
tained KAnpove nos Oi Oeor, though two of the best 
MSS. and some later Fathers, support the reading ; 
he perhaps quoted from memory: but the way in 
which he writes the words surely proves, that he 
was in the habit of considering Christ as God, and 
that he thought it indifferent which term he used. 
When he said, an heir through God, he certainly 
did not mean God ‘the Father, for such a form of 
expression is never to be met with in the New Tes- 
’ tament or in the Fathers: we are certainly heirs 
through Christ: and Clement, whether he quoted 
from memory, or made his choice between different 
readings, certainly saw nothing unscriptural or ex- 
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traordinary in substituting the term God _ for 
Christ. 
78. Clementis Pedagog.\.1.c.7. p.131. 

In this chapter he names some of the most cele- 
brated tutors and instructors who are mentioned in 
ancient history, and shews how defective they were 
in many points. He then says of Jesus Christ, “ But 
_ our Instructor, the holy God Jesus, the Word, who 
“is the Leader of the whole human race, the mer- 
** ciful God himself, is our Instructor ".” 

79. Clementis Pedagog. 1.1. c. 7. p.131. 

Every page of this treatise shews, that Clement 
intended Jesus Christ by the Pedagogus, or In- 
structor: and yet it is equally certain, that he at- 
tributes to this Instructor many sayings and actions, 
which in the Old Testament are ascribed to God. 
Thus, immediately after the last quotation, he says, 
that the passage in Deut. xxxii. 10O—12. is spoken of 
him, i. e. the Instructor, or Jesus Christ, though it 
is expressly spoken of Jehovah. He. continues; 
«« Again, when he speaks in his own person, he con- 
‘‘ fesses himself to be an Instructor, £ am the Lord 
“ thy God, who brought thee out of the land of 
« Hgypt. (Exod. xx. 2.) Who then hath power to 
“lead in and out? Is it not the Instructor? He 
“was seen by Abraham, and said to him, “ f am 
« thy God, walk before me. (Gen. xvii. 1.) But 
“‘ it is Jacob, of whom he appears most evidently to 
“be the Instructor: he says to him, Behold, I am 
with thee, and will keep thee in all places whither 
“ thou goest, and will bring thee again into this 
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land ; for I will not leave thee, until I have done 
that which I have spoken to thee of. (Gen. xxviii. 
15.) It is with him also that he is said to wrestle: 
and Jacob was left alone, and there wrestled a 
man with him, the Instructor, until the breaking 
of the day. (Gen. xxxii. 24.) But to shew that 


it was the Word who wrestled with Jacob, and 


the Instructor of mankind, it says, he asked him, 
and said unto him, Tell me thy name: and he 
said, Wherefore is it that thou dost ask after 
my name ? (v. 29.) for he kept the new name for 
the new people, his children. As yet God the 
Lord was without a name*, not yet having be- 
come man. Still farther, Jacob called the name 
of the place, the face of God, (Penuel;) for, he 
said, I have seen God face to face, and my life 
7s preserved. The face of God is the Word, by 
whom God is made manifest and known. Then 
also he was called Israel, when he saw God, the 
Lord. This is God, the Word, the Instructor, 
who said to him again afterwards, Hear not to go 
down to Egypt. (Gen. xlvi. 3.) ” 


x Clement in another place 
mentions it as one of the pecu- 
liar distinctions of God, that 
He is dywvyacres, without a 
name: he couples this with 


His other attributes of immen- 


sity, infinity, &c.; and in this 
place he gives the same attri- 
bute to Christ, whom he calls 
God, the Lord. Lactantius 
quotes a saying of Hermes 
Trismegistus, ears yap 6 dy dvd- 
yupos. Instit. I. 6. p. 23. 
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There are two things which can hardly be de- 
nied, that Moses in Gen. xxxil. 2430. is speaking 
of God, (Hosea says, that it was the Lord God of 
Ffosts, xii. 5.) and that Clement refers the same 
transaction to Jesus Christ. He seems in fact to 
have had the identity of God and Christ so firmly 
impressed upon his mind, that he considered the 
two terms to be convertible, and that whatever was 
predicated of the one, belonged also to the other. 
We may observe farther, that Clement quotes the 
words in Exod. xx. 2. as spoken by Christ a his 
own person, which refutes the argument of the Uni- 
tarians, that Christ spoke in the person of God. 
Thus it has been stated to be “the unanimous opin- 
* ion of all antiquity, that Christ appeared and spake 
“in the person of God the Father’.” But this, as 
- we see from Clement, is not true. If we believed 
it to be so, we must necessarily allow the preexist- 
ence of Christ, though we might say that he was 
inferior to the Father: but it may be clearly proved, 
that the same words, which are ascribed in the Old 
Testament to God the Father, are quoted by many 
early writers as spoken by Christ in his own person. 
Thus Tertullian says, that the words in Isaiah i. 18. 
were spoken “in the person of the Lord himself? ;” 
and he explains by the context that the Lord means 
Christ. Irenzeus also, as quoted at p. 90. says, that 
“ Christ with the Father spoke to Moses;” and in 
the same chapter he says, that “ Christ manifested 


be Tov Oecd 6 Adyos, & parilerar 6 mdr Uorepoy, on poor KaTapnyas 
@cd., Kat yuopigetas. rote Kal “Io- eis Aiyurtoy. - 

panr emavonacrar, dre cide tev Ocoy See Waterland, II. p. 24, 
toy Kupiov. Odrds ect 6 @cts, 6 &e. 

Adyos, 6 Masdayayss, 6 paras adr a Adv. Marc. IV. 10. p..420. 


188 CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A. D. 194. 


_« himself to be the God of the Fathers>.” So far 
therefore from it being said that Christ spoke in 
the person of the Father, we must conclude, unless 
we hold the union of the Father and the Son, that 
the Father spoke in the person of the Son. For 
the writers of the Old Testament say, that God 
spake : the Ante-Nicene Fathers say, that the same 
words were spoken by Christ in his own person. 
80. Clementis Pedagog.\. I. c. 8. p. 135. 

The manner in which Clement quotes Psalm ciii. 
14. shews that he conceived the Godhead of the 
Father to comprehend that of the Son. There can 
be no doubt that this Psalm is addressed to God 
Almighty: every verse of it shews this; and the 
name Jehovah leaves no doubt: and yet Clement 
refers it to Christ. He says, “ Here some rise up 
“and say, that the Lord is not good on account of 
* his rod, and his threats, and his terror forget- 
“ ting the greatness of his mercy, that for our sakes 
“he became man: and indeed the prophet prays to 
‘¢ him in a more familiar manner in these words, Re- 
“<< member us, that we are but dust: i.e. Have a fel- 
“ low-feeling for us, because by thy own sufferings 
“‘ thou hast experienced the weakness of the flesh°.” 

Whether Clement was right or no, in thus com- 
menting upon the Psalmist’s words, is a different 
question: but it seems undeniable that Clement 
considered Jehovah and Christ to be one God: in- 


b Et manifestavit se esse yiotoy adtod tho didavOpwnlac, ort 
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deed he expressly says so in this same page, “ No- 
“ thing therefore is hated by God, nor yet by the 
“ Word, for both are one, God: for he says, In the 
« beginning the Word was in God, and the Word 
“ was God 4.” 

81. Clementis Pedagog.\.1.c.11. p.155. 

In this chapter he shews that it was Jesus who 
discharged his office of Instructor by the Law and 
the Prophets: and at the end he says, “ The divine 
“ Instructor is worthy to be believed, being adorned 
“‘ with three of the noblest things, knowledge, good- 
*¢ will, boldness of speech ©; with knowledge, because 
“he is the Wisdom of the Father: all Wisdom is 
«< from the Lord, and is with Him for ever': with 
“‘ boldness of speech, because he is God and Creator : 
“ for all things were made by him, and without him 
“ was not any thing made®, (John i. 3.) and with 
“‘ good-will, because he alone gave himself as a sa- 


d Ovdey apa piceiras bxd Tod 
@ecd’ GAN obde md Tod Adyov? &y 
yep cicpoo, 6 @eds? Stu etmev, Ev ap- 
xn 6 Noyes kK. T. A. 

° ‘These three requisites are 
probably borrowed from Ari- 


stotle, who names @povycis, &pery - 


and evyvoa as necessary to make 
an orator believed. Rhet. II. 1. 

£ These words are not to be 
found in the Old Testament : 
there is something like them in 
Prov. i. 6. 

8 Clement read this passage 
like many other of the Fathers : 
he put a stop after ode &, and 
coupled 6 yéyovey with what fol- 
lows. He quotes it thus in so 
many passages, that it is use- 
less to specify them: but in 
Ped. II. 9. p. 218. he expressly 


quotes 0 yeyovey ev adt® Coy ay, - 


as do the fragments of 'Theodo- 
tus. (ad fin. Clem. Alex. p. 968, 
973-) Origen also has 6 yéyovey 
ev tH Adyp Coy jv. (c. Cels. VI. 5. 
p-632.and in Joan. IT. 6. p. 64.) 
I have not met with one ex- 
ception to this mode of dividing 
the sentence in any undoubted 
writing of the three first cen- 
turies: and it may be mention- 
ed, as an additional proof, that 
the work ‘‘ De recta in Deum 
** fide’ is falsely ascribed to 
Origen, that it contains the 
modern division yopls abrod éyé- 
yero avde ey 6 yéeyovey. I. p. 850. 
Griesbach mentions three of 
the oldest MSS. as connecting 
6 yévyovey with what follows: he 
might have added the Alexan- 
drian MS. which has a point 
after ev. 
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‘“ crifice for us.” We must observe, that in this 
passage Clement calls Jesus Christ God and the 
Creator: he was not a ministering spirit, by whom 
the Father created all things; but he created them 
by himself as God. 

82. Clementis Pedagog. 1. I. c. 3. p. 190. 

This chapter is directed against the use of costly 
and luxurious furniture: and Clement enforces his 
arguments by the example of our blessed Saviour ; 
«“ He ate out of a homely dish, and made his disci- 
“ ples sit down on the ground ‘upon the grass: the 
‘‘ unpresuming God and Lord of the world washed 
“ their feet, having girded himself with a towel '.” 

83. Clementis Pedagog. |. II. c. 8. p. 214. 

In pursuance of the same subject he condemns 
the use of crowns, or garlands, which were generally 
worn at feasts and sacrifices. He prohibits them as 
being an appendage to luxury or superstition, and 
therefore unworthy of Christians. This leads him 
to mention the crown of thorns which the Jews put 
upon Jesus, meaning it as an insult, but im fact 
crowning him as a King. “'The people being in 
“ error knew not the Lord: they were not circum- 
“ cised in their understanding: their. darkness was 
“ not enlightened: they saw not God: they denied | 
“the Lord: they lost the true character of Israel ¥ : 
“ they persecuted God: they hoped to insult the 
“ Word: and him whom they crucified as a male- 
*« factor, they crowned as a king. For this reason 
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“ the Lord, whom they did not believe as man, they 
“ shall know as the merciful and just Lord God!.”. 
84. Clementis Pedagog. \. III. c.1. p. 251. 

At p.116. I have given an extract from this chap- 
ter, which begins thus: “'The Word himself is a 
“ mystery revealed, God in man, and man God™ :” 
and I quote the words again, because they seem to 
give some support to the received reading in ] Tim. 
iii. 16. In our English version the passage is thus: 
«© Without controversy great is the mystery of god- 
“ finess: God was manifest in the flesh.” In the 
Greek it is dporcysupévos peya éoti 1d ts evoeBelas prv- 
ornpiov’ Ocds epavepoby ev caoxt. With respect to the 
meaning of these words in the translation or in the 
original, there can be no doubt. Jesus, who was 
manifested in the flesh, is expressly called God. But 
it is known to all biblical scholars, that there is a 
difference of opinion concerning the true reading of 
this passage. Instead of Ocos ehaveowby, God was 
manifest, some MSS. read 25 épavepoby, he who was 
manifest, or 6 épavepwoby, that which was manifest. 
If we adopt either of the latter readings, the pas- 
sage is merely this, he who was manifest in the 
flesh was justified in the Spirit, &c. which, though 
it makes an intelligible sense, certainly does not con- 


- tain any great mystery, which the words of St. Paul 


would lead us to expect. 
The question however is one altogether of testi- 
mony: at least before we have recourse to any other 
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arguments, we must inquire what is the reading of 
the oldest MSS. Griesbach is decisive upon this 
point: he observes, that though all the later MSS. 
read Qed, yet all the older read 2; or ¢: and accord- 
ingly he excludes Oc; from the text. I shall not 
say any thing more as to this decision, except to 
state, that one MS. in the Bodleian library, of the 
eleventh century, of which Griesbach had no notice, 
confirms the reading eds ®. 

The object of the present work leads me more 
immediately to consider, what is the evidence fur- 
nished by quotations of the passage in the writings 
of the Fathers. Upon this part of the question 
Griesbach observes, that Qe “is not supported by 
“any ancient document older than the end of the 
“ fourth century,” and that “all the Latin Fathers 
“ read quod.” I must observe here, that in proving 
the latter point, he quotes no Father who wrote 
prior to the council of Nice. As to the Greek Fa- 
thers, he says, that “the oldest of them very seldom 
* quote the passage:” but his reasoning is surely 
most strange, when he says, that the few who speak 
of “ God being manifest in the flesh,” may have used 
the word God because they thought that the pas- 
sage applied to Christ; but that we cannot infer 
from hence, that they found Oecd; in their copies! 
Mr. Belsham tells us °, that cds is not cited by any 
early Greek writer, nor by any Latin writer what- 
ever: and Dr. Clarke is quoted by him as saying, 
“ that all the ancient Fathers, though the copies of 
“many of them have now @eds, yet from the tenor 
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“ of their comments must always have read ¢¢ or ¢. 


* Canonici MS. ° Calm Inquiry, p. 144. 


CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A.D.194. 148 


Such are the statements of those who wish to ex- 
clude @eds from the text; the accuracy of which we 
will now proceed to examine. 

In conducting the investigation, I shall note down 
in order some of the places where the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers have spoken of “God or Christ being ma- 
« nifest in the flesh.” In some instances we per- 
haps cannot decide whether.they had the words of 
St. Paul in view or no: wherever the expression is 
coupled with the mention of a mystery, the probabi- 
lity is increased, that they intended to quote the 
passage: and though the word God may not be 
mentioned, yet the authority will be of value, if the 
context shews, that Christ’s coming in the flesh im- 
plied that he had also another and a higher nature. 

Barnabas says, that under the character of Jo- 
shua “ Jesus was typically manifested in the flesh, 
‘“ not as the Son of man, but the Son of God?.” 
Ignatius speaks of Jesus as “God born in the flesh4:” 
and of “ God being manifested humanly,” which he 
reckons as one of three mysteries, the two others 
being the death of Jesus, and the virginity of his 
mother’. We have seen that Clement speaks of 
“the Word as a mystery made manifest, God in 
“ man :” and at p.812. he says, that Christ “ was ma- 
“ nifested God in the flesh’.” Hippolytus observes 
of Christ, that “when he came into the world, he 
«“ was manifested God in the body *.” The passage 


P *Inadts ody, 6 vidg avOpemov GAN 5 —— havy Ocds &y capKly. 
6 vlog TOU Oecd tUrw Kal ev capxi Strom. VI. 16. 
pavepwOeis. C.12. p. 41. t @eic ev cduate epavepdOy. C. 
q >Ky capKt ryevolrevoc Occ. ad Noétum, c. yy. II. p. 19. He 
Eph. e377. p.13- may also have had the contro- 
" cot avOpwmivws cbauvepouevov. verted text in view, when, after 
Ib. €.1Oepe iG. ‘noticing Rom. ix. 5. he says, 
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itself appears in Rufinus’ translation of Origen’s Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, (I. 4. p. 465.) 
but he merely quotes manifestatus est without any 
nominative. Dionysius of Alexandria says, that Christ 
was “ invisible as God and became visible: for God 
“was manifest in the flesh.” 

This last seems to be the only instance’in which 
we can say with certainty, that the words of St. 
Paul are expressly quoted: nor shall I venture to 
pronounce whether the allusion is sufficiently strong 
in the other passages to lead us to the conclusion, 
that the Fathers found eds in their copies. I must 
however make two observations: 1. that when Gries- 
bach says, that all the Latin Fathers of every cen- 
tury read guod, the remark is incorrectly, if not 
unfairly, expressed: for no Latin Father of the first 
three centuries quotes the text at all: and Mr. Bel- 
sham is surely not warranted in saying, that though 
some of the ancient Fathers quote the passage with 
@cés, yet it appears from their comments, that they 
always read 0s or «. I have no hesitation in saying, 
that 7n no single instance do their comments lead 
to any such conclusion. 2. I must observe, that 
whether the passages quoted above do or do not 
allude to 1 Tim. iii. 16. it is certain that the Ante- 
_ Nicene Fathers, when they spoke of Jesus being — 
manifested in the flesh, did not merely mean that 
he was really a man, but that he who was invisible 
as God became visible and manifest as man. 

I may mention, that there is another variation in 


that St. Paul “ has well explain-  ceSelag at 1 Tim. iil. 16. 

“ed the mystery of truth: for U @eds yap epavepdOn ev capki, 
the Ethiopic version seems to c. Paul. Samos. p. 211. 

have read ddnbelas instead of et- 
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this place, though unconnected with the controverted 
reading Qes epavepw6y. Our translators wrote — 
“ which is the church of the living God, the pillar 
“and ground of the truth. And without contro- 
“ versy,” &c. Griesbach divides the passage thus 
“which is the church of the living God. The 
“ pillar and ground of the truth, and without con- 
“ troversy great, is the mystery,” &c. I can see no 
reason for this new punctuation ; nor does the sense 
seem so good. Origen quotes the words five times*, 
and in each case he connects the pillar and ground 
of the truth with the church of the living God. 
This seems decisive as to the practice of Origen. 
85. Clementis Pedagog. |. III. c. 7. p. 277. 

This chapter is directed against domestic luxury, 
and it is not necessary for me to quote much of it 
in order to explain the following words: “ He who 
* hath the Almighty God, the Word, is in want of 
“ nothing Y.”. There is perhaps no passage in the 
writings of the Fathers, where the expression -4/- 
mighty God, the attribute of Jehovah alone, is more 
unequivocally referred to Jesus Christ. We may 
also add other passages from Clement himself. At 
p. 148. he speaks of Christ, as “ the Almighty and 
« paternal Word’.” At p. 547. in allusion to 2 Cor. 
“xi. 2. for I have espoused you to one husband, 
“< that I may present you as a chaste virgin to 
“ Christ ;’ instead of using the name of Christ, he 
explains the one husband by the Almighty God*. 


*.C. Cels. V. 33. p. 602. in % Tod maytoxparopes kal mat pixod 
Cant. Cant. vol. III. p. 69, 85. Adyou. Peed. I. 9. 
in Joan. tom. X. 16. p- 184. a —_ rHhy THs aipeoess [LETLOVTOY, 
XXVIII. 4. p 373. Kad mopvever demo TOD Evas cdpos ava- 
Y “Avedens yap 6 tov mavtoKpa- mweiOdvtwy, Tot mayroKpartopes Oeov. 
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At p. 624. he quotes Eph. iv. 11,12. He gave some, 
apostles, &c. where He evidently means Christ, who 
is named just before: but it is remarkable that Cle- 
ment begins the quotation thus; “ The Almighty 
“ God hath given,” &c. At p. 646-7. he speaks of 
the Word as “ the Almighty power and omnipotent 
SOV Le. 

These instances may answer the question proposed 
by G.Clerke in his Antenicentsmus, as to where it 
can be found that any ancient doctor ever called 
Christ by the name of God Almighty *. Dr. Clarke 
also asserted®, that “ Almighty is always applied to 
“the Father only in the most ancient writers.” We 
have seen that the quotations from Clement contradict 
these statements. Tertullian also says, “‘ The names 
“ of the Father, God Almighty, most high, &c. these 
“ we say belong also to the Son'.” Hippolytus, 
upon those words of St.John, (Rev. i. 8.) “ whach 
“7s, and which was, and which is to come, God, the 
« Almighty,” observes, “ he properly calls Christ 
“ Almighty §:” and Cyprian applies to Christ the 
words of the same book, (xix. 6.) “ The Lord God 


“ omnipotent reigneth ".” 


Lactantius very properly 


observes, when arguing against a plurality of Gods, 
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d See Bishop Bull’s Answer 
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© Scripture Doctrine of the 


Trinity, p.63. and the author 


of the Modest Plea asserted the ~ 


same thing: see Waterland, II. 
p- 320. IIL. p. 136-8. 168. 

f Sed et nomina Patris, Deus 
omnipotens, Altissimus, Domi- 
nus Virtutum, Rex Israelis, &c. 
hee dicimus et in fillum com- 
petisse. adv. Prax. c.17. p. 510. 

& Kadis eimey waytoxparopa Xpi- 
atov. c. Noét. c. 6. I. p- 19 
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that “ none of them can be called omnipotent, which 
“ is the true title of God‘ :” he saw, as indeed is plain 
to every one, that if the Father and the Son are 
both omnipotent, they must be one in mind and 
will. 

86. Clementis Strom. 1. II. c. 4. p. 436. 

In this part of his treatise, Clement discourses 
very deeply and philosophically upon the nature of 
faith. He shews that faith, i.e. a firm conviction, 
goes beyond knowledge or scientific demonstration ; 
and that we never proceed from knowledge to action, 
unless we believe fully what. has been demonstrated. 
Christian faith therefore must lead to Christian obe- 
dience; and if we obey Christ, it is the strongest 
proof that we believe in him. Clement’s words are 
these: “To be obedient to the Word is to believe 
“in him, opposing him in nothing: for how is it 
“ possible to set ourselves against God * ?” 

87. Clementis Strom. |. IV. c.'7. p. 584. 

Clement quotes at full length 1 Pet.1i.14—17.; and 
it is remarkable, that instead of the words, Sanctify 
“ the Lord God in your hearts,” Kipiov tov Oedv aryi- 
aoare, he has, Sanctify the Lord Christ, Kopiov tov 
Xpicrdv ayitoare. As I have observed in a former 
instance, I would not contend that the copies which 
Clement used actually read Xp:ordv for cov, though 
some of the best MSS. support the reading. If he 
only quoted from memory, it is evident that he ap- 
plied the words Lord God to Christ, and considered 
it indifferent which term he used. No writer would 
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substitute Christ for God, unless he considered the 
two terms identical and convertible. 

It may be mentioned, that the passage from St. 
Peter is quoted with the same alteration in another 
work which is ascribed to Clement. This is a short 
Commentary upon the first Epistle of St. Peter; 
which, together with Commentaries upon 1 and 2 
John, and St. Jude, is published at the end of the 
works of Clement, p.1007. We have only a Latin 
translation of these Commentaries, and we there 
read, Dominum vero Christum sanctificate. 

88. Clementis Strom. 1. 1V. c.8. p. 593. 

In order to understand the following quotation, it 
is only necessary to know that Marcion maintained 
that the God, who created the world, was not the 
same with the God who was the Father of Christ. 
He considered the Demiurgus, or Creator, not to be 
a good Principle. Clement, having quoted at full 
length Coloss. iti. 12—15. which ends with—“ and 
“ be ye thankful,” says, “ There is no reason why we 
“ should not often quote the same Scripture, to put 
*« Marcion to shame, if he can possibly be persuaded 
“‘ to change, having learnt that a believer ought to be 
‘* thankful to God, the Creator, who has called us, 
“and preached the Gospel to us in a [human] 
“ body 1.” 

89. Clementis Strom. 1. IV. c. 26. p. 640. 

We have already seen that the alterations which 
Clement makes in quoting from the New Testament 
shewed his own conviction of the divinity of Christ. 
It is in vain to argue that this part of his testimony 
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must be set aside, because he cites the words of 
Scripture erroneously. His testimony is valid as far 
as it goes; 1. e. with respect to his own opinions. 
We may not be authorized, as was observed above, 
in correcting the received text from these quotations : 
but he certainly believed the doctrine, which was 
contained in the quotations, as he himself quotes 
them. If he trusted to his memory, and was thereby 
led to use expressions which differed from those of 
the apostles themselves, he must have used the ex- 
pressions, because the doctrines which they con- 
veyed were impressed upon his own mind. A per- 
son who quotes from memory, though he may not 
give the original words exactly, will hardly make 
them differ from what he considers to be the mean- 
ing and spirit of his author: and if he quote them 
in support of any argument of his own, he will cer- 
tainly not alter them, so as to contradict his own 
opinions. Though St. Paul therefore may not have 
written the exact words which Clement quotes, 
_Clement himself must assuredly have held the doc- 
trine which those words:convey. 

These remarks may be illustrated by the follow- 
ing example. St. Paul, in 2 Cor. v. 8—10. has these 
words ; “ We are confident, and willing rather to 
“be absent from the body, and to be present with 
“the Lord: wherefore we labour, that, whether 
“« present or absent, we may be accepted of him: 
« for we must all appear before the judgment seat 
«of Christ.” In which passage there can be no 
doubt, that fo be present with the Lord means to 
be present with Christ ; and we may be accepted of 
him means, we may be accepted of Christ. Clement 
quotes the passage thus: “ We are willing rather to 
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«‘ be absent from the body, and to be present with 
«“ God: wherefore we labour, that whether present 
“ or absent, we may be accepted of him; that is, the 
‘“‘ one God, whose work and creation all things are, 
“ the world, and the things above the world™.” The 
Codex Bezze, and another MS., and some versions 
read God instead of Lord. . 

90. Clementis Strom. 1. V. c. 12. p. 695. 

The next quotation is perhaps more closely con- 
nected with the subject of various readings. In 
quoting John i. 18. Clement makes a very remark- 
able variation. Instead of, “ Mo man hath seen 
“ God at any time: the only-begotien Son, which 
“is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared 
“ Him,” Clement reads, “ the only-begotten God.” 
Here, as in the last instance, we may observe, that 
Clement, before he could have made such a substi- 
tution, must fully have believed Christ to be God. 
But there has certainly been a diversity of readings 
in this text from very early times; and it is not im- 
probable, that Clement did not quote the only-begot- 
ten God merely from memory, but that he found it 
in his MSS. At p. 956. he evidently alludes to the 
same text, and unites both readings, “ And then 
“ shalt thou behold the bosom of the Father, whom 
“ God the only-begotten Son hath alone declared ®.” 
The reading of ©¢;, God, is preserved in another | 
work, which some have ascribed to Clement, but 
which seems to have been abridged, if not written, 
by Theodotus. He expressly says, p. 968, that the 
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words 6 jrovoyervns Ocos, the only-begotten God, are in 
the Gospel, and the context shews that he really 
meant «>, God. Irenzus also preserves both read- 
ings, and even in the same chapter°®. In one place 
he has unigenitus Filius, the only-begotten Son; in 
the other, wnzgenttus Deus, the only-begotten God ; 
and in a third place he quotes it with still a farther 
difference, unigenitus Filius Det, the only-begotten 
Son of God?. We could hardly suppose that Ire- 
nzeus could have been so inaccurate even in the 
same chapter, and the variations may perhaps have 
arisen from the circumstance of the Latin trans- 
lation being alone preserved. 

The different works of Origen present a great 
variety of readings. In two places‘ he reads @eds, 
God, and in another", some copies have Oeds, some 
vies. In vol. IV. p.1028%, Huet printed vicg Oecd, 
God the Son, but the Benedictines give vids rod Ocod, 
Son of God. If Rufinus translated him accurately, 
he had also vids Ocov, Son of God, in another place*: 
and we also find him writing povoyerys Qeds vids tov — 
Ge, the only-begotten God, Son of God. 

Tertullian, Hippolytus, the letter of the council 
of Antioch, and the disputation of Archelaus and 
Manes, read vios, Son. The Syriac version has Ged, 
God. : 
91. Clementis Strom. 1. VI. c. 16. p. 812: 

In this section Clement makes some rather absurd 
remarks upon certain numbers, such as 6, 7, 8, &c. 
and the example, which I am about to give, is ob- 
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scure from other trifling allusions which it contains. 
To make it intelligible by a literal translation is al- 
most impossible. - I shall therefore only attempt to 
give the meaning of it, leaving out what is unneces- 
sary for our present subject, or paraphrasing it so as 
_to give the same sense in different words. He has 
been speaking of the number 8, and adds, “ There 
“‘ are three persons beside our Lord, when he goes 
“up into the mount to be transfigured: there are 
‘‘ then five beside him, and he becomes surrounded 
“ with a spiritual light, having displayed his ma- 
“ jesty to view, as far as it was possible to be beheld 
“by those who were chosen to see it: he is then 
~ proclaimed to be the Son of God by the voice, 
“‘ which makes the seventh person; that his.disciples 
“ might have rest, being now convinced concerning 
“him; and that he, by the birth which had been 
“‘ proclaimed, becoming a new person, 1. e. an eighth, 
“ might appear as God in the flesh, having revealed 
“ his majesty, reckoned as a man, but concealing 
“* who he really was *.” 

The passage, as I observed before, is sufficiently 
puerile in its allusions: but it shews the nature of 
Clement’s belief, as much as the gravest and most 
judicious dissertation. It not only expressly says, 
that Christ was God manifest in the flesh, but 
by reckoning him twice over, both as number 6 and 
number 8, it marks his divine and human nature: 
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and by counting the voice as number 7, it also shews 
the Father and the Son to be two persons. 
92. Clementis Strom. 1. VII. c. 2. p.831. | 

Having remarked that obedience should always 
follow faith, he says, that a religious man is the best 
of all earthly things, as angels are the best of all 
things in heaven: “ But the most perfect, and most 
*‘ holy, the highest and most commanding, the most 
“royal and beneficent nature is that of the Son, 
** which is most closely connected with Him who is 
*‘ alone Almighty. This is the greatest supremacy, 
‘‘ which arranges all things according to the Will of 
“the Father, and directs every thing in the best 
«¢ manner, performing every thing with an unwearied 
*‘ and inexhaustible power: it is thus that it acts, 
“ contemplating its own hidden counsels; for the 
* Son of God never departs from his own watch- 
“ tower; not divided, not separated, not changing 
*‘ from place to place, but every where at all times, 
‘and circumscribed nowhere, wholly intelligence, 
“ wholly paternal light, wholly eye, seeing all things, 
“ hearing all things, knowing all things to him 
“ the whole host of angels and gods is subject, to 
“ the paternal Word, who has undertaken the holy 
“ dispensation on account of Him, who subjected 
“ them to him’. 
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This passage is rather mystical, but it is suffi- 
ciently intelligible to shew the exalted notion which 
the writer conceived of the divinity of the Son. It 
effectually excludes the idea of Christ being a cor- 
- poreal or even an angelic being: it identifies him 
with the essenee of the Father, and ascribes to him 
those attributes which can only belong to God. If 
any person should doubt what was Clement’s mean- 
ing, when he spoke of Christ as the Son of God, I 
would refer him to the following passage, which 
shews that he understood him to be Son, not by 
adoption, but by nature, begotten of the substance 
of the Father. “ We are not as the Lord; for we 
“¢ wish to be so, but cannot: for no disciple is above 
“ his master; but it is enough, if we can become as 
“‘ the master; not in substance, (or essence,) for that 
“‘ which is by adoption cannot possibly be equal in 
“ its existence to that which is by nature; but it is 
“ possible for us to become eternal, and to under- 
“stand the contemplation of things, and to be called 
“‘ sons, and to see the Father only from his essential 
* attributes ”.” 

93. Clementis Strom. 1. VII. c. 2. p. 832. 

The arguments, by which Clement proves the 
providence of God, shew also that he believed Jesus 
Christ to be God. “ The Lord either does not care 
“for all men: and if not, it must be either from 
“want of power, (which we cannot believe, for it 
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“would be a sign of weakness,) or from want of 
“© will, though he has the power; but this would not 
‘be the case with a good being: he cannot there- 
“ fore be negligent from laziness, who for our sakes 
*‘ took upon him flesh, which exposed him to suffer- 
“ ing: or else he does care for all men; which pro- 
* perly belongs to him, who was made Lord of all 
** things ; for he is the Saviour of all men, not of a part 
Be Neither does envy affect the Lord, who without 
*‘ beginning has been free from passion neither 
““ can we say, that the Lord had no wish to save 
“man owing to ignorance, because he did not know 
“how to provide for each: for ignorance does not 
** affect God, who shared his Father’s counsels before 
“ the foundation of the world; for this was the 
« Wisdom in which the Almighty God rejoiced : for 
* the Son is the Power of God, being the supreme 
‘“ Word of the Father, and His Wisdom, before all | 
“ existing things*.” 

These are the usual arguments by which the pro- 
vidence of God is shewn from His attributes of 
omniscience and omnipotence: but they are applied 
here to the Son. ‘The God, who cannot be limited 
in power or will, took upon him our flesh: God is 
assumed to have a care for His creation, but it is the 
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- God who shared His Father’s counsels before the 

| foundation of the world. We may observe also, that 
Clement calls the Son the Wisdom of God. This is 
a common expression with the Fathers. Clement 
says in another place, “ He is called Wisdom by all 
“ the prophets >.” Irenzeus speaks of “ God making 
“ all things by Himself, i.e. by the Word and by 
‘‘ His Wisdom®’.” Tertullian also having used the 
word Wisdom explains it to mean, “ the Son who is 
‘‘ Christ, the Wisdom and Power of God‘.” It 
seems natural to suppose, that all those writers bor- 
rowed this expression from St. Paul, who in 1 Cor. 
i. 24. calls “ Christ the Power of God and the Wis- 
“dom of God:” and the apostle seems to have 
attached the same mysterious idea to the word, when 
he says, “ In him are hid all the treasures of Wis- 
«“ dom and knowledge.” (Col. ii. 3.) 

I have already had occasion to remark, p. 41. that 
the Fathers understood the Son of God to be in- 
tended, when it is said in the book of Proverbs, 
(iii. 19.) that “the Lord by Wisdom hath founded 
“-the earth:” that “ He possessed me in the begin- 
“« ning of His way, before His works of old.” (viii. 
22.) Though the correctness of this interpretation 
might be doubted, it is quite clear, that when the 
Fathers called Christ the Wisdom of God, they 
meant to express his union and consubstantiality 
with the Father. In the same manner that the 
Wisdom of a man is not the man himself, and yet is 


b Sopia S€ abtog elpyras mpdc Oeip. 103; 
dnaytwv tv wpopytoy. Strom. VI. 4 Preter Sophiam autem, pre- 
7. p. 769. . ter Filium dicit, qui est Christus, 
¢ qui fecit ea per semet- Sophia et Virtus Dei. adv. Prax. 
ipsum, hoc est, per Verbum et c. 1g. p. 511. 
per Sapientiam suam. II. 30. 


CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, A.D.194. 157 


not separated from him, so they meant that the Son 
is not the Father, and yet is inseparable from the 
Father. It was the same idea which caused the 
application of the term Logos, Reason, or Word, to 
the Son. All attempts to explain the coexistence 
of the Father and the Son in human language must 
necessarily fail: no illustration of such incompre- 
hensible union can be perfect in all its parts; but when 
the Fathers say that Christ is the Wisdom of God, 
and that the Wisdom of God is God Himself; we 
are at no loss to understand their religious belief, 
though we may find ourselves equally unable to 
express it in suitable terms. The object of these 
pages is to prove what was the belief of the early 
Fathers: and no one, who reads the present exam- 
ple, can surely doubt, but that they held the Father 
and the Son to be as inseparably connected as the 
soul of man is with the wisdom or intelligence which 
emanates from it. ‘The reader will observe, that in 
the above quotation Christ is said to be without be- 
ginning; and in another place Clement speaks of 
the Son as “ the beginning and firstfruits of existing 
“ things, without time and without beginning °.” 
94. Clementis Strom. 1. VII. c. 10. p. 866. 
Clement having described the progress of a Chris- 
tian from faith to knowledge, and from knowledge 
to charity, by which he means the practical exercise 
of all Christian graces, quotes a passage from the 
24th Psalm to support his observation. The quo- 
tation differs from the Hebrew, but agrees with the 
Septuagint version. “ Who shall ascend unto the 
“ full of the Lord, or who shall stand in his holy - 
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«place? He that hath clean hands and a pure 
“heart; who hath not lifted up his soul unto 
“ vanity, nor sworn to deceive his neighbour. He 
“ shall receive blessing from the Lord, and mercy 
« from God his Saviour. This is the generation 
“ of them that seek the Lord, that seek the face of 
“ the God of Jacob.” ver. 3—6. Upon which words 
Clement makes the following observations: ‘“ The 
“prophet has given a brief description of the man 
“of knowledge. David has shewn to us cursorily, 
“ as it appears, that the Saviour is God, calling him 
“ the face of the God of Jacob, who has given us 
“‘ olad tidings and instructions concerning the Spi- 
‘rit: wherefore also the apostle‘ has called the 
“ Son the express image of his Father's glory, who 
“ hath taught us the truth concerning God, and ex- 
“ pressly declared that God the Father is one and 
“ alone, the Almighty, whom no man knoweth, save — 
“the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal 
« Him. (Matt. xi. 27.) He signifies that God is one 
“ by the expression, them that seek the face of the 
* God of Jacob, whom our Saviour and God de- 
“‘ scribes as being alone good, God the Father 8.” 


the works of those Fathers now 
extant. Tertullian says that it 


He alludes to the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, I. 3. and we may 


observe, that Clement expressly 
quotes this Epistle as the work 
of St. Paul, Strom. VI. 8. p.771. 
Eusebius tells us, (H.E. VI. 14.) 
that Clement conceived it to 
have been written by St. Paul 
in Hebrew, and translated by 
St. Luke. According to Photius, 
(Cod. 121.) Ireneus did not 
think that it was written by St. 
Paul; nor did Hippolytus : but 


we find no such observation in 


was written by Barnabas. (de 
Pudicitia, c. 20. p. 572.) Origen 
quotes it as the work of St. Paul, 
and wrote a treatise to prove that 
it was so: see Epist. ad Afric. 
vol. I. p. 20. 
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This passage becomes more intelligible, when we 
remember, that Clement calls Christ the face of the 
Father. It was his opinion, as it was of all the 
early Fathers, that whenever God was said in the 
Old Testament ¢o be seen, as he was by Jacob (Gen. 
xxxil. 30.) and by Moses, (Exod. xxxiil. 11.) face to 
face, it was not God the Father, but God the Son, 
who appeared: and thus they called the Son the 
Jace of the Father, or that form under which he 
chose- to reveal himself to man. Thus in the pas-_ 
sage already quoted, at p. 136. he says, “The face 
* of God is the Word, by whom God is made mani- 
*‘ fest and known :” and in another place, “ The Son 
“is called the face of the Father, the Word who 
“took our flesh, and revealed that which belongs 
* peculiarly to the Father.” Origen also has used 
the same expression: upon those words, Psalm Ixxx. 
7. “cause thy face to shine, and we shall be saved,” 
he says, “he here calls Christ the face: for he is 
“ the image of the invisible God: and upon Psalm 
cxix. 58. which he translates, “ I entreated thy face 
“ with my whole heart,” he says, “ The tace of God 
“is the express image of His substance, as I have 
“ often observed *.” 

Clement therefore conceived David to have in- 
tended Christ, when he speaks of the face of the 
God of Jacob; and, according to this interpreta- 
tion, David makes our Saviour to be God, as Cle- 
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ment observes: and yet he also says, that there is 
only one God, in proof of which he quotes the de- 
claration of our Saviour who is himself God. Un- 
less we believe Clement to have considered the Son 
to be united in the Godhead with the Father, the 
whole of this passage is unintelligible: but if we 
admit the idea of two persons in one Godhead, the 
meaning of it is’ perfectly plain, though we may per- 
haps not think the reasoning altogether judicious. 

95. Clementis Quis Dives Salvetur ? c. 6. p. 939. 

Beside the works from which we have already 
made many quotations, Clement also wrote a short 
treatise, entitled, What rich man can be saved ? 
and not far from the beginning of it he gives a long 
extract from St. Mark’s Gospel, x. 17, &c. Among 
other remarks which he makes upon the question 
put to our Saviour, he says, that Jesus “ knew be- 
“ forehand, as God, what questions were about to 
“be put to him, and what answers were about to 
*“ be made. For who could know it better than the 
“* Prophet of prophets, and the Lord of every pro- 
“ phetic spirit'.’ Thus it was Jesus who inspired 
the prophets, and he knew the thoughts of men _ be- 
forehand: either of which powers must prove, that 
Clement considered Christ to be God, even if he 
had not expressly called him so. 

96. Clementis Fragmentum. p. 1014. 

We may finish the quotations from Clement of 
Alexandria with two fragments preserved from his 
lost works. In the first is a commentary upon the 
Gospel of St. Matthew. “ The pearl is the resplen- 
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“ dent and most pure Jesus, whom the Virgin bore 
“from the heavenly illumination: for as a pearl, 
‘* when in flesh and in the shell and in the water, 


*‘ seems to be a liquid and transparent body full of | ~ 


“ light and spirit, so also God the Word having be- 

“ come flesh, is an intellectual light, shining through 

“ light and a pure body ™.” 

97. Clementis Fragmentum, (in editione Hippo- 
lyti, vol. 2. p. 73.) 

This is said to be taken from a work of Clement 
written against Judaizing Christians. “Solomon, 
“the son of David, in the Book of Kings, under- 
“ standing, that the building of the true temple was 
not only heavenly and spiritual, but also related 
‘to the flesh [the fleshly tabernacle] which the Son 
‘and Lord of David was about to build, and to his 
* coming, where he intended to establish himself 
“ like a kind of animated statue ", and to the church 
“‘ which was to be raised according to the agree- 
“ ment of faith, speaks thus, Will God indeed dwell 
“with man on the earth? 1 Kings viii. 27. But 
“‘ he dwells on the earth, being clothed with flesh, 
“and his dwelling is with men in the agreement 
“and harmony among the righteous But in his 
“ body, which the Lord consecrated to himself as a 
~ “holy place confined by limits, he says, Destroy 
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“ this temple, and in three days I will raise vt up. 
“« John 11.19 °.” 


TERTULLIAN. A. D. 200. 


Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus was born 
at Carthage about the middle of the second century. 
He appears at first to have been a heathen, and is 
supposed to have been converted about the year 185, 
and to have been ordained in 192. There is no 
doubt, that after a time he fell into the heresy of 
Montanus, who fancied himself the Paraclete, and 
laid down rules of great rigour and austerity. The 
works which Tertullian wrote were very volumi- 
nous, many of which have come down to us. Some 
of them appear to have been written after he be- 
came a Montanist: but there is no reason to think, 
that his peculiar opinions at all affected his belief 
concerning the divinity of Christ, or any vital tenets 
of Christianity. 

He is supposed to have become a Montanist about 
the year 200, and to have died either in 230, as 
Cave thinks, or, according to Tillemont, in 245. 

In the course of the following quotations Tertul- 
lian will be found often to call Jesus Christ God: 
and since doubts have been raised as to the sense 
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in which this title was referred to Christ by the Fa- 
thers, the following passages may explain the mean- 
ing which Tertullian attached to the word. 

* What we worship is. one God, who formed this 
* universe out of nothing P.” 

* God is a name of the very substance, i. e. of 
* divinity: Lord does not imply substance, but 
* shews, that the substance of power always existed 
“ together with his own name, which is God, and 
** afterwards Lord 4.” 

** No person must be called God, because none 
** can be believed to be so, except the Supreme- 
** Say that he is not God at all, if you call him an 
“‘ inferior God °.” 

** J am commanded not to call any one else God ; 
* not to make any other God even in speech, not 
** by my tongue any more than by my hand: not to 
“ worship any other, or pay any kind of homage, 
* except to that only God, who gives these com- 
** mands §.” 3 

98. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. p.19. 

Tertullian published his Apology, or Defence of 
Christianity, in the reign of Alexander Severus, in 
what is generally called the fifth persecution, about 
the year 200. Having alluded to the generally pre- 


P Quod colimus Deus unus 
est, qui totam molem istam—— 
de nihilo expressit. Apol. c. 17. 
Dal 7. 

4 Deus substantie ipsius no- 
men, id est, divinitatis: Domi- 
nus vero non substantize, sed 
potestatis substantiam semper 
fuisse cum suo nomine, quod 
est Deus, postea Dominus. adv. 
Hermog. c. 3. p. 234. 

r Deus non erit dicendus, 


quia nec credendus, nisi sum- 
mum magnum Nega Deum 
quem dicis deteriorem. adv. 
Marc. I. 6. p. 368. 

‘ Preescribitur mihi ne quem 
alium Deum dicam;: ne vel di- 
cendo, non minus lingua quam 
manu Deum fingam; ne quem 
alium adorem, aut quoquo mo- 
do venérer, preter unicum il- 
lum qui ita mandat. Scorp. 
C. 4. Pp. 490. 
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vailing opinions, that the Christians were merely a 
sect of the Jews, and that they paid religious wor- 
ship to a human being, he says, “It is necessary 
“ therefore, that I should say a few words concern- 
“ing Christ, as being God‘.” He then mentions, 
that even the heathen writers had conceived an idea 
of the Logos as a creative Spirit; after which he 
explains the Christian notion of the Logos, and says, 
“‘ We believe it to have been produced from God, 
“and to be begotten by production, and therefore 
“ called the Son of God, and God from the unity of 
‘“‘ substance" :” and when he has finished, he says, 
«« Inquire Sahisannie whether this divinity of Christ 
ers true? 
99. Tertull. de Patientia, c. 3. p. 140. 

He begins this treatise by inculcating the duty of 
patience from the example of God himself, who sends 
rain upon the just and upon the unjust, who for- 
bears to punish idolatrous nations, and who tolerates 
such a variety of wickedness. In this he evidently 
alludes to the one true God, the Lord of heaven 
and earth, whom we call God the Father: and yet 
he goes on to say, “ These are the examples of di- 
“‘ vine patience, of which we may form some notion 
“as being at a distance and above us: but what 
“ shall we say of that which has appeared openly 
“upon earth among men, and been as it were han- 
.“ dled by them? God permits himself to be born in 
“ the womb of his mother, and waits, and when he 
“is born endures to grow to manhood, and when 

t Necesse est igitur pauca de Deum dictum ex unitate sub- 
Christo, ut Deo. Apol. c. 21. stantie. Ib. 

« Hunc ex Deo prolatum di- x Querite ergo, si vera est 


dicimus, et prolatione genera-  ista divinitas Christi. Ib. p. 21. 
tum, et idcirco Filium Dei, et 
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“ grown up takes no pleasure in being recognized, 
“ &c. &c.Y” In this passage Tertullian not only calls 
Christ God, but he clearly shews, that he considered 
him to be one with the Father. The God who for- 
, bears to punish the wicked, is the same who was 
born of the Virgin Mary. | 

So also at c. 4. he gives to Christ by implication 
the title of living God. Having enumerated’ se- 
veral instances of Christ’s great patience, which he 
exhibited while on earth, he draws the conclusion, 
that we, who are his servants, ought to imitate our 
Master in this respect. “If we see good and ho- 
“nest servants form their conduct according to the 
“temper of their masters, how much more ought 
“we to be found to mould ourselves after the pat- 
“tern of the Lord! We, who are servants of the 
“ living God, who will reward his servants, not with 
“the chain or the cap’, but with an. eternity of 
“ punishment or of salvation*.” The title Aving 
God must be applied to Christ in this passage, or 
the reasoning fails. We are servants of the living 
God, and are therefore to imitate him: and Tertul- 
lian here exhorts us to imitate him in patience : but 
all the examples of patience which he gives are 


y Et hec quidem divine pa- with the cap of liberty, 1. e. 


tientize species, quasi de longin- 
quo, fors ut de supernis estime- 
tur. Quid illa autem que inter 
homines palam in terris quo- 
dammodo manu apprehensa est ? 
Nasci se Deus in utero patitur 
matris, et expectat, et natus 
adolescere sustinet, et adultus 
non gestit agnosci. 

2 In allusion to the custom 
of putting fetters upon bad ser- 
vants, and rewarding good ones 


emancipating them. 

@ Igitur si probos quosque 
servos et bone mentis pro in- 
genio dominico conversari vide- 
mus—-—quanto magis nos se- 
cundum Dominum moratos in- 
veniri oportet? Servos: scilicet 
Dei vivi, cujus judicium in suos, 
non in compede aut pileo ver- 
titur, sed in eternitate aut poe- 
ne aut salutis. 
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taken from the life of Christ: it follows therefore, 
that Christ, whose servants we are, and whom we 
are to imitate, is the living God. 

The sentence with which he finishes this part of 
the argument is equally strong; “Who then can 
“ treat at sufficient length of the advantage of that 
* patience, which God, the Lord of all good men, 
‘‘ who tries and accepts them, carried about in his 
“ own person>?” The Lord God is here evidently 
Jesus Christ. 

100. Tertull. de Virg. Velandts, init. p. 172. 

Tertullian wrote this treatise to enforce the pro- 
priety of young women having their heads covered, 
and to condemn them for having broken the rule. 
He says, that 77uth, by which he seems to mean 
the eternal fitness of things, required this rule to be 
observed; and that this Truth cannot be altered by 
lapse of time, nor by any prescription of person or 
country or custom. He adds, “Christ our Lord has 
“ called himself Zruth, (John xiv. 6.) not custom. 
“‘ If Christ has been always and is before all things, 
“ Truth is equally eternal and ancient °.” This pas- 
sage compels us to believe in the eternal existence 
of Jesus Christ, at least according to Tertullian’s 
creed. For let us suppose him to have had no ex- 
istence previous to his birth from the Virgin: still 
there never was a time when Truth did not exist, 
according to Tertullian’s idea of Truth, and indeed 
according to any sense of the word Truth. But 


> Quam ergo Dominus om-  veritatem se non consuetudi- 
mium bonorum et demonstra- nem cognominavit. Si semper 
tor et acceptator Deus in semet- Christus, et prior omnibus, x- 
ipso circumtulit, quis de bono que veritas sempiterna et anti- 
ejus late retractet ? qua res, 

¢ Dominus noster Christus 
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Tertullian proves the eternity of Truth, from Christ 
having given that name to himself. Tertullian 
therefore must have believed that Christ was as 
eternal as Truth. 

101. Tertull. adv. Jude@os, c.'7. p. 189. 

Among other arguments, by which he proves Je- 
sus to be the Messiah, he appeals to the prophets 
who foretold his universal empire; and he shews, 
that these predictions were completed by the Gen- 
tiles believing in Jesus, and by Christianity being 
spread over the whole world. This is the earliest 
passage, which I remember to have seen, in which 
the Gospel is expressly said to. have been preached 
in Britain. Tertullian wrote this treatise early in 
the third century: and he says, that “ parts of Bri- 
* tain, which the Romans had never reached, were 
“now subject to Christ.” He shews, that all the 
other empires of the world had been limited, ‘ but 
“the kingdom and name of Christ is extended 
“every where, is believed every where, is had in 
“reverence by all the nations enumerated above, 
“ reigns every where, is worshipped every where 
« ____he is to all a King, to all a Judge, to all God 
* and Lord “.” 

102. Tertull. adv. Jud@os, c. 9. p. 192. 

It appears, that the Jews had objected to the 
Christians, that whereas Isaiah had predicted that 
the Messiah should be called H’mmanuel, Jesus had 
never borne that name, and therefore could not be 
the Messiah. Tertullian answers this objection in 


4 Christi autem regnum et ubique regnat, ubique adoratur 
nomen ubique porrigitur, ubi- omnibus Rex, omnibus Ju- 
que creditur, ab omnibus gen- dex, omnibus Deus et Dominus 
tibus supra enumeratis colitur, est. 
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this treatise, which was written expressly against 
the Jews, and again in his work against Marcion, 
III. 12. In each place he uses almost the same 
words; and since they contain a very strong asser- 
tion of Christ’s divinity, I shall refer to them both 
in giving a summary of Tertullian’s argument. He 
says, that where this prophecy is claimed as being 
fulfilled in Jesus, there is added an interpretation of 
the word Hmmanuel, viz. God with us: so that 
we are to consider not merely the sound of the word, 
but its signification. For the Hebrew word Hmma- 
nuel is peculiar to IJsaiah’s own nation: but the 
meaning, God with us, is common to all nations, 
1. e. it may be expressed in corresponding words in 
all languages. We are therefore to see whether the 
idea which is contained in these words has been ap- 
plied to Christ: i. e. whether by us who believe in 
Jesus he has really been called and considered God 
with us. Tertullian then appeals to those Jews who 
had been converted to Christianity; and he ob- 
serves, that when they said in their own language 
Jesus is God with us, they did actually pronounce 
the very word H'mmanuel ; so that Isaiah’s prophecy 
was literally fulfilled by the Jews themselves. 

The followers of Marcion also used the Hebrew 
word Hmmanuel, when speaking of Jesus: but all 
nations whatever fulfilled the meaning of the pro- 
- phecy, when each in their respective language called 
Jesus God with us. “ But if Emmanuel means 
“ God with us, but the God, who is with us, is 
“ Christ, who is also in us, (for as many of you 
“as have been baptized unto Christ have put on 
“ Christ, Gal. iii. 27.) it as much belongs to Christ 
“in the signification of the name, which is God 
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“ with us, as in the sound of the name, which is 
‘“ Emmanuel. And thus it is evident, that he is 
“‘ already come, who was prophesied of as Emma- 
* nuel: because that which Emmanuel signifies is 
“ come, viz. God with us ©.” 

In a few words, Tertullian’s argument is this; 
Isaiah foretold that the Messiah should be called 
God with us: Jesus was always considered and 
called God by the Christians: Jesus is therefore the 
Messiah foretold by Isaiah. But we may draw some 
other important conclusions from this passage. Not 
the Christians only, but the Jews, applied this pro- 
phecy of Isaiah to the Messiah: so that if Jesus was 
born of a virgin, and worshipped as God, we have 
the authority even of the Jews themselves for be- 
lieving him to be the Messiah. Again, Tertullian 
not only tells us in express words, that Jesus was 
worshipped as God by the Christians, but it is plain 
from his words, that the Jews were aware of his 
being so worshipped. ‘The Jews did not say, that 
Isaiah’s prophecy was inapplicable to Jesus, because 
he was not considered as God, but merely because 
the very Hebrew word Emmanuel was not applied 
to him. By the same arguments they might con- 
tend, that Jesus cannot be the Messiah, because he 
does not bear the Hebrew name, which signifies the 
Lord our Righteousness ; (Jer. xxiii. 6.) or they 
might say, that we do not worship the one true God, 


--© Quod si Emmanuel nobis- 
cum Deus est, Deus autem no- 
biscum Christus est, qui etiam 
in nobis est : quotquot enim &c. 
tam proprius est Christus in 
significatione nominis, quod est 
nobiscum Deus, quam in sono 


nominis, quod est Emmanuel. 
Atque ita constat venisse jam 
illum qui preedicabatur Emma- 
nuel, quia quod significat Em- 
manuel venit, id est, nobiscum 
Deus. adv. Marc. LI. 12. p. 


403. 
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because we do not pronounce His name with those 
Hebrew sounds, which express His title I AM. 

But Tertullian’s own testimony is particularly va- 
luable, since he tells us, that whatever name might 
be given to Christ, he was in fact worshipped as 
God: and we may introduce here a passage some- 
what similar from his treatise upon the resurrection 
of the flesh, c. 20. where he is censuring those per- 
sons who interpret all the prophecies figuratively : 
and he observes very properly, that there cannot be 
a figure without a reality, as there cannot be a re- 
flection without a body to be reflected, nor a shadow 
without a substance. He then says, speaking of the 
same prophecy of Isaiah, “the Virgin conceived in 
“the womb—not figuratively: and brought forth 
« Emmanuel, Jesus, who is God with us—not me- 
€.taphorically!:? cus 

103. Tertull. adv. Judeéos. c.12. p.198. 

In this same treatise he again appeals to the uni- 
versal diffusion of Christianity as a completion of 
prophecy, and an evidence of Jesus being the Mes- 
siah. ‘I"he same passage is also to be found nearly 
word for word in the work against Marcion, III. 20. 
His words are, “ Behold all nations emerging from 
“the gulf of human error to the Lord God the 
‘* Creator, and to God His Christ *.” 

104. Tertull. De Prescript. Heret. c. 20. p. 208. 

I give the followmg quotation, as shewing, that 
even many heretics did not deny the divinity of 
Jesus, but only disputed upon certain modifications 

f Nam et Virgo concepit in de voragine erroris humani ex- 
utero, non figurate: et peperit inde emergentes ad Dominum 
Emmanuelem, nobiscum Deum Deum Creatorem, et ad Deum 


Jesum, non oblique. p. 337. Christum ejus. 
8 Aspice universas nationes 
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of the doctrine. ‘Tertullian wrote this treatise pur- 
posely to convict the heretics of error: and having 
mentioned the corruptions of Scripture which cer- 
tain sects had introduced, he proposes to consider 
the whole history of the evangelical and: apostolical 
writings, that he might discover what persons were 
most likely to have preserved the Christian doctrine 
pure and genuine. He begins thus; “ Christ Jesus 
“© our Lord, whoever he be, if I may be allowed to 
*‘ speak thus of him, of whatever God he is the 
“ Son; man and God, of whatever matter; of what- 
“ ever faith he be the teacher; of whatever reward 
“he be the promiser; himself declared, while he 
“was upon earth, either openly to the people, or 
“ separately to his disciples, what he was, what he 
*“ had been, what Will of his Father he was execut- 
“ing, what he appointed for man to do }.” 

The beginning of this sentence seems to shew, 
that the points then chiefly in dispute were in what 
manner Christ was the Son of God, and in what 
manner his human nature was united to the divine. 
Tertullian waves the consideration of these points 
for the present, but he seems to feel himself at li- 
berty to assume from the concession even of his op- 
ponents, that in some way or other Christ was God, 
and that in some way or other the divine nature 
was united to the human. This is an important 
fact: for with whatever qualifications and restric- 


-h Christus Jesus Dominus fuisset, quam Patris voluntatem 


noster, permittat dicere interim, 
quisquis est, cujuscunque Dei 
filius, cujuscunque materi ho- 
mo et Deus, cujuscunque fidei 
preceptor, cujuscunque merce- 
dis repromissor, quid esset, quid 


administraret, quid homini a- 
gendum determinaret, quamdiu 
in terris agebat, ipse pronuntia- 
bat, sive populo palam, sive 


‘discentibus seorsum. 
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tions the term God may have been applied to the 
Son, the heretics must have seen very strong reasons 
for applying it at all, or they would surely have 
withheld it altogether. In what sense Tertullian 
used the term, we have seen at the beginning of 
these quotations. 
105. Tertull. de Prescript. Heret. c. 48. p. 221. 
We may also learn Tertullian’s own sentiments 
by observing what he says of the tenets of heretics. 
Among others he mentions Cerinthus, who lived in 
the time of St.John; and Tertullian tells us, that 
this heretic “taught that Christ was begotten in 
“the ordinary way by Joseph, and that he was a 
“ mere man without any divinity.” Tertullian of 
course selected those points in which Cerinthus dif- 
fered from the catholic church and from himself: 
it follows therefore from this passage, that the ca- 
tholic church did not believe Christ to be a mere 
man, but they believed in his divinity: and since 
Cerinthus was considered a heretic in his own time, 
it 1s not too much to quote this passage as a proof 
of Christ’s divinity being believed by Christians not 
only in Tertullian’s days, but during the lifetime of 
the apostle St. John, which in fact carries us up to 
the very fountain and spring of the Gospel doctrine. 
106. Tertull. De Prescript. Heret.c. ult. p. 223. 
He mentions also another heretic called Theodo- 
tus, who lived at Constantinople, and he says of 
him, “that after being apprehended as a Christian, 
“and denying his religion, he never ceased speak- 
*‘ ing blasphemies against Christ: for he introduced 
“ a doctrine, by which he called Christ a mere man, 


i Christum ex semine Joseph lum tantummodo sine divini- 
natum proponit, hominem il- tate contendens. 
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“ but denied him to be God: he held indeed that 
“ he was born of a virgin by the Holy Ghost, but 
“ that he was nothing but a mere man, with no au- 
‘“‘ thority above other men, except that of righteous- 
* ness only *.”. This passage also shews, that Ter- 
tullian did not consider Christ to be a mere man; 
but that he believed him to be God, and considered 
the denial of this doctrine to be a blasphemous he- 
resy. I have already alluded to the assertion of Dr. 
Priestley, that the early Fathers mention no heretics 
except the Gnostics; and he wishes us to believe, 
that Tertullian did not consider Unitarians as he- 
retics'. If the Unitarians agree with Theodotus in 
calling Christ a mere man, and denying him to be 
God, then Tertullian did consider the Unitarian doc- 
trines to be heretical; and it. matters little whether 
Tertullian was speaking of the Gnostics or no, if 
part of the Gnostic creed was the same as that of 
the Unitarians. But there is not a particle of evi- 
dence to shew that Theodotus was a Gnostic. Dr. 
Priestley himself speaks of him as an Unitarian, and 
Tertullian in express terms speaks of him as a he- 
retic. We may observe also, that Theodotus must 
have found irresistible evidence for the miraculous 
conception, or he would never have admitted what 
was so entirely contrary to the other parts of his 
new creed. He certainly must have been convinced 


k Accedit his Theodotus he- negaret: ex Spiritu. quidem 


reticus Byzantius: qui postea- 
quam Christi pro nomine com- 
prehensus negavit, in Christum 
blasphemare non destitit: do- 
‘ctrinam enim introduxit, qua 
Christum hominem tantummo- 
do diceret, Deum autem illum 


Sancto natum ex virgine, sed 
hominem solitarium atque nu- 
dum, nulla alia pre ceteris, ni- 
si sola justitiz auctoritate. 

1 History of early. Opinions, 
I. p289. 


174 TERTULLIANUS, A.D. 200. 


of the beginning of St. Matthew’s and St. Luke’s 
Gospels being genuine, or he would never have ad- 
mitted a doctrine which exposed him so palpably to 
the charge of inconsistency and self-contradiction. 

Attempts have been made of late years to prove 
those parts of the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, which relate the miraculous conception, to be 
spurious: and in the Improved Version these pas- 
sages are printed in Italics. ‘These attempts have 
been refuted by several writers. It is allowed even 
by the Unitarians, that the passages, to which they 
object, are found in every MS. and every version : 
and when we remember that the Syriac version was 
made early in the second century, if not at the end 
of the first, we must allow that the imposture was 
at least extremely old. The only reason for ques- 
tioning their authenticity is taken from the fact, 
that the Ebionites, one of the earliest heretical sects, 
omitted this part of St. Matthew’s Gospel; as Mar- 
cion, a heretic of the second century, rejected the 
beginning of St. Luke. 

In the Introduction to the Improved Version it 
is asserted, that “they are treated by Marcion with 
“the most contemptuous ridicule:” see Tert. de 
Carn. Chr. sect. 2. But the writer of this passage 
had either not read Tertullian, or did not under- 
stand him. The contemptuous ridicule is Tertul- 
lian’s, not Marcion’s: Tertullian, in a strain of irony 
and sarcasm, represents Marcion’s objections, and 
ends with saying, “ Such, I imagine, are the argu- 
“ ments by which you have dared to destroy the 
“ original documents of Christ ™.” The Unitarians 


m His, opinor, consiliis tot delere, Marcion, ausus es. 
originalia instrumenta Christi 
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seem to conclude, that Marcion rejected these pas- 
sages from reasons of criticism: but this is an un- 
founded assumption, or rather the perversion of a 
fact. Marcion rejected them, not because he denied 
the miraculous conception, but because he denied the 
proper humanity of Christ : he denied that Christ had 
been born at all, and contended that his body was a 
mere phantom ; but he never pretended that his own 
Gospel was the genuine composition of St. Luke: 
he did not even call it by the name of that evange- 
list™: he did not style it the genuine or improved 
version of St. Luke, but he was more honest and 
more consistent, he called it simply the Gospel. 
Again, the writer of the above passage says, that 
Marcion objected to “the prefatory chapters of 
“ Matthew and Luke:” which is another mistate- 
ment. Marcion never noticed St. Matthew’s Gospel 
at all: he appears not to have admitted any of the 
Gospels, except that of St. Luke; and this, as we 
have seen, he mutilated and altered according to his 
own opinions. The only evidence, which we have 
against the authenticity of the beginning of St. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel, is contained in the fact mentioned 
above, that the Ebionites rejected it : and the Uni- 
tarians would persuade us that the authority of these 
heretics and of Marcion is to prevail against that of 
all the writers of the three first centuries. For it 


" Contra Marcion Evangelio, 


stantiam preeferat, nullam fidem 
seilicet suo, nullum  adscribit 


repromittat de plenitudine ti- 


auctorem, quasi non licuerit illi 
titulum quoque adfingere, cul 
_ nefas non fuit ipsum corpus 
evertere. Et possem hic jam 
gradum figere, non agnoscen- 
dum contendens opus, quod non 
erigat fontem, quod nullam con- 


tuli, et professione debita au- 
ctoris. Tertul. adv. Marc. IV. 2. 
p- 414. See also Ireneus, ITI.11. 
p-190. ande. 12. p. 198. Origen 
in Joan. tom. X. vol. IV. p. 165. 
quoted at N°. 256. Lactantius, 
N°. 364. 
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must be remembered that these very chapters are 
alluded to by Ignatius, Justin Martyr, Hegesippus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Irenzeus, Tertullian, &c. &c. 
All these Fathers undoubtedly believed the begin- 
ning of the two Gospels to be genuine: they must 
therefore have believed the doctrine, which these 
passages contain: and the Unitarians themselves 
will inform us what that doctrine is; it expressly 
declares the divinity of Christ: all these Fathers 
therefore must have believed the divinity of Christ, 
whether these chapters are genuine or no. 
107. Tertull. de Anima, c. 41. p. 295. 

In this treatise upon the soul, Tertullian considers 
the soul to contain a mixture of good and evil. The 
good comes to it from God; the evil from the Devil. 
The good principle may be obscured, but cannot be 
extinguished : and in all persons there is some mix- 
ture of these two principles: and hence the differ- 
ence of good and bad men, according as one or the 
other prevails. © “ For God alone is without sin: 
“and the only man without sin is Christ: because 
“ Christ is also God°.” In this sentence it might 
appear at first, that Tertullian calls Christ. a man 
in opposition to God: but he is evidently speaking 
of the human nature, which was united to the divine 
in Christ. If he had considered him a mere man, 
and said that he was without sin, he would have 
contradicted what he had said immediately before, 
that God alone is without sin; which words must of 
course exclude every human being. So that when 
he says afterwards, that the only man without sin is 
Christ; he cannot mean that he was a man like 


_. © Solus enim Deus sine pec-  cato Christus, quia et Deus 
cato, et solus homo sine pec- Christus. 
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other human beings; but his meaning is, that the 
only human being, who was ever without sin, was 
not absolutely a man, but he was God with a human 
nature joined to the divine. 
108. Tertull. de Anima, c. 55. p. 303. 

Tertullian is here considering the difficult ques- 
tion, what becomes of the soul after its departure 
from the body. Having given the opinion of some 
heathen philosophers, he says, ‘“ Christians believe 
** hell? to be, not a mere hollow place, nor a kind of 
*« sink of the world, open to the air: but a vast space 
*‘ in a cleft of the earth, and low down, and a depth 
“buried in its very bowels: since we read that 
*‘ Christ passed the three days of death in the heart 
“ of the earth; 1. e. in an inner and internal recess, 
** covered up in the earth itself, and shut up within 
“it, and raised upon still lower abysses. But if 
* Christ, who is God, in consequence of his being 
“man died according to the Scriptures, and was 
«buried according to them, and also fulfilled this 
“ law, having observed the form of human death in 
‘hell; nor did he ascend to the higher parts of 
‘‘ heaven, before he. had descended into the lower 
“ parts of the earth, that he might there make him- 
“self known to the patriarchs and prophets 
you have grounds for believing in the subterraneous 
“region of hell, and for refuting those who think, 
*‘ proudly enough, that the souls of the faithful are 
“ not deserving of hell 4.” 


P J have translated inferi hell, 
because it is the word used in 
the Creed, and in some passages 
of the Bible. 

‘1 Nobis inferi non nuda ca- 
vositas, nec subdivalis - aliqua 


mundi sentina creduntur: sed 
in fossa terre et in alto vastitas, 
et in ipsis visceribus ejus ab- 
strusa profunditas. Siquidem 
Christo in corde terre triduum 
mortis legimus expunctum, id 


N 


178 TERTULLIANUS, A.D. 200. 


We need not trouble ourselves with examining 
Tertullian’s opinion concerning the nature and lo- 
cality of the abode of departed spirits. If he erred, 
it was from taking too literally the words of Scrip- 
ture, where our Saviour speaks of the heart of the 
earth, (Matt. xii. 40.) and St. Paul of the lower parts 
of the earth. (Eph. iv. 9.) He at least reasons cor- 
rectly in asserting, that there must be such a place 
somewhere, because Jesus Christ passed part of three 
days in that place: and this is all which he wishes 
to prove. What he says concerning Christ making 
himself known ‘to the patriarchs and prophets is 
evidently taken from the expressions of St. Peter, iii. 
19. and iv. 6. Tertullian delivers the same opinion 
in c. 7. of this treatise, and many of the other Fathers 
agreed with him’. 

What we have to observe in this passage is the 
expression, that “ Christ, who is God, died and was 
‘“ buried, and descended into hell, because he was 
“man.” ‘The union of the two natures in Christ 
“could not have been more strongly expressed. Ter- 
tullian is wishing to prove that the souls of all men 
go to an intermediate place: and he proves it, be- 


est, in recessu intimo et interno, 
et in ipsa terra operto et intra 
ipsam clauso, et inferioribus ad- 
huc abyssis superstructo. Quod 
si Christus Deus, quia et homo, 
mortuus secundum scripturas, 
et sepultus secus easdem, huic 
quoque legi satisfecit, forma hu- 
mane mortis apud inferos fun- 
ctus ; nec ante ascendit in subli- 
miora ccelorum, quam descendit 
in inferiora terrarum, ut illic 
patriarchas et prophetas com- 
potes sui faceret; habes et re- 


gionem inferiim subterraneam 
credere, et illos cubito pellere, 
qui satis superbe non putant 
animas fidelium inferis dignas. 


' Hermas, III. Simil. 9. 16. 


Trenzus, EV. 27, "20 pe goa, 
Clem. Alex. Strom. III. 4. p. 
526. VI. 6. p. 762. Theodotus 


ad fin. Clem. ee p- 973. Hip- 
pol. de Antichristo, §. 26, 45. 
Origen. c. Celsum, II. 43. In 
Exod. Hom. 6. §. 6. in Reg. 
Hom. II. vol. II. p. 497. in 
Psalm. p. 553. 
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cause Christ, who wished to submit to all the conse- 
quences of mortality, went thither. If Christ had 
been a mere man, the reasoning would be perfectly 
inconclusive: it would involve a petitio principii : 
but since Christ was not obliged to die and to de- 
scend into hell, and yet submitted to all these things 
because he submitted to become man, it follows that 
one of the consequences of mortality must be, that 
the soul, when it leaves the body, goes into a sepa- 
rate place. Tertullian must therefore have believed, 
that the human nature was adventitious to Christ, 
or, as he says expressly in this passage, that Christ 
was God. | 
109. Tertull. de Carne Christi, c. 3. &c. p. 308. 
The cause, which led Tertullian to write this 
treatise, is itself a very strong argument for the di- 
vinity of Christ. He wrote it against the heresies 
of Marcion and his disciples Apelles and Valentinus. 
These heretics were so far from denying the divinity 
of Christ, that they denied his humanity ; i. e. they 
could not believe that God could be born and be 
subject to all the accidents and infirmities of hu- 
manity. Marcion was the leader of this sect. He 
maintained that Christ was not born, and that he 
did not really bear our human flesh, but merely the 
semblance of it. His disciple Apelles admitted the 
reality of his flesh, but denied his nativity. Another 
disciple, Valentinus, admitted the reality of his flesh 
and his nativity, but still would not allow that he 
was a man, like other human beings. It is obvious, 
that the beginnings of the Gospels of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke must have been fatal to Marcion’s 
hypothesis: he therefore adopted the easy expedient, 
already mentioned, of pronouncing them spurious ; 
N 2 
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though Tertullian tells us, that he had before ac- 
knowledged them to be genuine. 

The object of Tertullian in this treatise is to prove, 
in opposition to these heretics, that Christ did really 
take upon him our human flesh. It was the opinion 
of Tertullian, as of most of the early Fathers, that 
we shall rise again with our bodies, exactly as they 
are now: and he brings as an argument the identity 
of Christ’s body before and after his resurrection. 
Now if Marcion’s hypothesis were true, that Christ 
had not a real body, the argument of Tertullian 
would of course fail; because he could not reason 
from the apparent body of Christ to the real body of 
man. ‘Tertullian therefore labours to prove in this 
treatise, that Christ did actually take upon him our 
human flesh, not the semblance of flesh: and he be- 
gins with refuting Marcion concerning the reality 
of his nativity. 

‘“¢ According to your notion, you must either think 
** it impossible or unsuitable to God to be born. But 
“ nothing is impossible to God, except what He does 
“not wish. We must therefore consider, whether 
“ he did not wish to be born. If there had been any 
“ reason why God did not wish to be born, he would 
“ not have made himself appear like aman. For 
“ who, that sees a man, would say that he was not 
“ born? So that whatever God did not wish to be, 
*“‘ he would not wish to seem to be. -You cannot 
“ say, that His reason for not wishing it was, lest if 
«¢ He had been born, and really put on man, he would 
“ have ceased to be God, by losing what He was and 
“ becoming what He was not. For God is in no 
“ danger of losing His condition. But.you say, I 
«‘ deny that God was so changed into man, as to be 
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“‘ born and to do works in the flesh, because he who 
“‘ is without end must necessarily be also unchange- 
“able: for to be changed into something else is the 
“ end of that which it was before. Change there- 
“ fore is incompatible with Him, with whom end is 
** incompatible.” 

Tertullian answers, that this is true as to all cre- 
ated things ; “ but nothing is like to God: his nature 
‘is different from the condition of all things. If 
“ therefore those things, which are different from 
** God, and from which God is different, when they 
“are changed, lose that which they were before, 
“where will be the difference between the Deity 
“ and those things, unless the contrary hold good ; 
*«i,e. unless God can be changed into all things, and. 
*‘ yet continue what he was? —-— You have read 
*‘ and believed that angels have been changed into a 
‘“ human form, and borne such a reality of body, 
‘that Abraham washed their feet, and Lot was 
“ rescued from the men of Sodom by their hands. 
a What was possible for angels, who are in- 
“ ferior to God, that they might be changed into a 
*“ human body and yet continue angels, will you 
«« deny this power. to God, who is more powerful, as 
“if Christ were not able really to put on man, and 


* yet continue God § ?” 


* Necesse est quatenus hoc 
putas arbitrio tuo licuisse, ut 
aut impossibilem aut inconve- 
nientem Deo existimaveris nati- 
vitatem. Sed Deo nihil impos- 
sibile, nisi quod non vult. An 
ergo noluerit nasci, (quia si vo- 
luit, et potuit, et natus est,) 
consideremus. Ad compendium 
decurro. Si enim nasci se Deus 
noluisset quacunque «de causa, 


nec hominem se videri presti- 
tisset. Nam quis hominem vi- 
dens eum negaret natum ? Ita 
quod noluisset esse, nec videri 
omnino voluisset. Non po- 
tes dicere, ne si natus fuisset et 
hominem vere induisset, Deus 
esse desisset, amittens quod erat, 
dum fit quod non erat. Peri- 
culum enim status sui Deo nul- 
lum est. Sed ideo, inquis, nego 
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Having thus proved that it was neither impossi- 
ble for God to be born, nor dangerous to His divi- 
nity, he shews that all the sufferings and weaknesses 
of a newborn infant were not unworthy of God, 
because the men, whom he came to redeem, must 
all have passed through those sufferings and weak- 
nesses. He quotes the words of St. Paul, “« God has 
“ chosen the foolish things of the world to confound 
-“ the wise,” (1 Cor. i. 27.) and observes that there 
can be nothing imagined, which would appear so 
foolish to the world, as the idea “ that God should 
“be born, and of a virgin, and that he should be- 
“come flesht.” He then very justly reproaches 
Marcion for denying the nativity of Christ, but 
allowing his crucifixion, as if the latter was not as 
unworthy of God as the former. “ There are other 
“things [which the world think] equally foolish, 
“which relate to the indignities and sufferings of. 
* God. Or perhaps it might seem wisdom to the 
“ world, that God should be crucified! Deny this, 


Deum in hominem vere con- Creatoris conversos in effigiem 
versum, ita ut et nasceretur et humanam aliquando legisti et 
carne operaretur: quia quisine credidisti, et tantam corporis 
fine est, etiam inconvertibilis sit gestasse veritatem, ut et pedes 
necesse est: converti enim in els laverit Abraham, et manibus 
aliud, finis est pristini: non ipsorum ereptus sit Sodomitis 
competit ergo conversio ejus, Loth Quod ergo Angelis 
cui non competit finis. inferioribus Deo licuit, uti con- 
Sed nihil Deo par est: natura versi in corpulentiam humanam 
ejus ab omnium rerum condi- angeli nihilominus permane- 
tione distat. Si ergo que a_ rent, hoc tu potentior! Deo au- 
Deo distant, a quibus Deus di- feres, quasi non valuerit Chri- 
‘stat, cum convertuntur, amit- stus vere hominem indutus Deus 
tunt quod fuerunt: ubi erit di- perseverare ? 
versitas divinitatis a ceteris re- ' non erit tam stultum 
bus, nisi ut contrarium obti- quam credere in Deum natum, 
neat? id est, ut Deus et in et quidem ex virgine, et quidem 
omnia converti possit, et qualis carneum. ¢. 4. p. 310. 
est perseverare ? Angelos 


\ 
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‘“* Marcion, even rather than the other. For which 
“is more unworthy of God? which would He be 
“more ashamed of, to be born or to die? to bear 
‘¢ our flesh or the cross ? — But answer me this, 
“ Was not God really crucified? was He not really 
*‘ dead, as He was really crucified ? Our faith 
therefore is vain; and all that we hope in Christ 
“isa phantom. Thou most wicked of men! who 
“ furnishest excuses to the murderers of God"! For 
‘“* Christ suffered nothing from them, if he did not 
* really suffer Christ would not be.called man, 
‘* without flesh; nor the Son of man, without some 
*‘ human parent: as he would not be called God, 
* without the Spirit of God; nor the Son of God, 
“‘ without God for his Father. Thus his affinity to 
** each substance rendered him God and man; on 
** one side born, on the other not born: on one side 
‘* fleshly, on the other spiritual: on one side weak, 
“on the other passing strong: on one side dying, 
* on the other living. Which peculiarity of condi- 
* tions, the divine and human, with an equal reality 
“of each nature, is proved by the same text of 
“ spirit and flesh. His miracles proved the Spirit of 
“God: his sufferings proved the flesh of man. If 
*‘ the miracles were not without the Spirit, the suf- 
“ ferings were not without the flesh. If the flesh 
“ with the sufferings was feigned, therefore the Spi- 
“rit with the miracles was false. Why do you halve 
“ Christ by a lie? He was altogether reality - 
“if not, he was a phantom even after his resur- 
“ rection - he tricks, and deceives, and deludes 
“ the eyes of all, the senses of all, the approach and 


“ This strong expression is also used by Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria as quoted at N°. 314. 
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“touch of all. You ought not to have made Christ 
“come from heaven, but from some company of 
“ jugglers: and not a God beside being man, but a 
““ mere man and a conjuror *.” 

I have been obliged to give this long extract, be- 
cause it contains so many and such positive asser- 
tions of the divinity of Christ. Tertullian speaks 
of God being born and crucified in the same manner 
that we should speak of Jesus or Christ being born 
and crucified. It is plain also that he meant the 
one only God, uncreated and unchangeable. We 
learn farther, that Marcion never thought of dis- 


puting the divinity of Christ. 


It is true that he 


made a difference between Christ and the God of 


x Sunt plane et alia tam 
stulta, que pertinent ad contu- 
melias et passiones Dei: aut 
Prudentiam dicant, Deum cruci- 
fixum. Aufer hoc quoque, Mar- 
cion, immo hoc potius. Quid 
enim indignius Deo? quid ma- 
‘gis erubescendum, nasci an mo- 
ri? carnem gestare, an crucem? 
Sed jam hinc responde, 
interfector veritatis, Nonne vere 
crucifixus est Deus ? nonne vere 
mortuus, ut vere crucifixus ? 
Falsa est igitur et fides 
nostra: et phantasma erit to- 
tum quod speramus a Christo. 
Scelestissime hominum, qui in- 
teremptores excusas Dei. Nihil 
enim ab eis passus est Christus, 
‘si nihil vere est passus. 
Aliter non diceretur homo Chri- 
stus sine carne: nec hominis 
filius, sine alique parente homi- 
ne: sicut nec Deus sine Spiritu 
Dei: nec Dei filius sine Deo 
patre. Ita utriusque substantiz 
census hominem et Deum ex- 


hibuit: hinc natum inde non 
natum : hinc carneum, inde spi- 
ritalem: hinc infirmum, inde 
prefortem: hinc morientem, in- 
de viventem. Que proprietas 
conditionum, divine et humane, 
equa utique nature utriusque 
veritate dispuncta est eadem fide, 
et spiritus, et carnis. Virtutes 
Spiritum Dei, passiones carnem 
hominis probaverunt. Si vir- 
tutes non sine Spiritu, perinde 
et passiones non sine carne. Si 
caro cum passionibus ficta, et 
Spiritus ergo cum virtutibus fal- 
sus. Quid dimidias mendacio 
Christum ? Totus veritas fuit. 
Fuit itaque phantasma et- 
lam post resurrectionem 
Ecce fallit, et decipit, et cireum- 
venit omnium oculos, omnium 
sensus, Omnium accessus et con- 
tactus. Ergo jam Christum non 
de celo defetre debueras, sed de 
aliquo circulatorio coetu: nec 
Deum preter hominem, sed 
magum hominem. 
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the Old Testament; but that does not affect the 
present argument. No person would now defend 
the absurd notions of Marcion concerning the two 
or the three principles: it is sufficient for our pur- 
pose, that Marcion considered Christ to be God: and 
so convinced was he of his divinity, that he even ran — 
into the wild hypothesis of Christ having an unsub- 
stantial and only apparent body. The Gospel history 
compelled him to acknowledge, that the attributes 
of God and man were given to Christ : but he chose 
to imagine, that the human functions were dis- 
charged by him not really, but only in appearance. 

110. Tertull. de Carne Christi, c. 14. p. 319. 

He goes on to shew, in opposition to Marcion, that 
there was a reason why Christ should assume the 
body of a man, viz. because it was man who had 
fallen, and it was man who was to be saved. But 
there was not the same reason why he should 
assume an angelic body, as Marcion supposed: for 
though some angels have fallen, yet no promise of 
restitution was made to them. It might perhaps be 
said, that Christ assumed an angelic body in order 
to accomplish the salvation of man. Tertullian 
therefore asks, “ Why then did he descend to do 
“ that, which he meant to perform by an angel? 
“ If it was to be done by an angel, why did he do it 
“ himself? and if he did it by himself, why was the 
*‘ angel also employed? It is true indeed that he 
“ was called the Angel of great Counsel, that is, the 
“ Messenger, which title he had by office, not by 
*“ nature. For it was he, who was to announce to 
‘“‘ the world the great intent of his Father, concern- 
' “ing the restoration of man. Not that it is there- 
“ fore to be understood, that he is such an angel as 


4 


186 TERTULLIANUS, A.D. 200. 


‘* Gabriel or Michael. For the Son is also sent to 
“‘ the husbandmen by the Lord of the vineyard, like 
*‘ the servants were, to ask for the fruits. But the 
‘¢ Son will not on that account be reckoned one of 
“ the servants, because he succeeded the servants in 
“ their office. I could therefore bring myself more 
‘* easily to speak of the Son himself as an angel, that 
‘is, a messenger of his Father, than of an angel in 
“the Son. But when it is said of the Son himself, 
* Thou hast made him a little lower than the 
“ angels, (Psalm viii. 5. Heb. ii. 7, 9.) how can it 
“‘ seem, that he assumed the person of an angel, who 
“ was made so much lower than the angels, while 
‘he was man, inasmuch as he was flesh and soul 
‘“ and the Son of man? But inasmuch as he is the 
Spirit of God, and the Power of the Most High, he 
“‘ cannot be reckoned lower than angels, because he 
“is God and the Son of God Y.” 

All this reasoning about angels seems to be intro- 
duced, because Tertullian was aware of Jesus being 
spoken of in the Old Testament as the Angel or 


Lat 
wn 


y Cur ergo descendit ad id 
quod per angelum erat expedi- 
turus ? Si per Angelum, quid et 


putabitur Filius, quia famulorum 
successit officio. Facilius ergo 
dicam, si forte, ipsum Filium 


ipse ? Si per se, quid et Ange- 
lus ? Dictus est quidem magni 
consilii Angelus, id est, Nuntius, 
officii non nature vocabulo. 
Magnum enim cogitatum Pa- 
tris, super hominis scilicet resti- 
tutione, annuntiaturus seculo 
erat. Non ideo tamen sic an- 
gelus intelligendus, ut aliqui 
Gabriel aut Michael. Nam et 
Filius a Domino vinee mittitur 
ad cultores, sicut et famuli, de 
fructibus petitum. Sed non 
propterea unus ex famulis de- 


angelum, id est, nuntium Pa- 
tris, quam angelum in Filio. 
Sed quum de Filio ipso sit pro- 
nuntiatum, Minuisti eum modi- 
cum quid citra angelos, quo- 
modo videbitur angelum indu- 
isse, sic infra angelos diminu- 
tus, dum homo sit, qua caro et 
anima et Filius hominis? qua 
autem Spiritus Dei et Virtus 
Altissimi, non potest infra An- 
gelos haberi, Deus scilicet et 
Dei Filius. 
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Messenger of the covenant. T'o those who believe, 
as all the early Fathers believed, that the Angel of 
the covenant was no other than God himself, this 
will be sufficient to prove, that Tertullian acknow- 
ledged the divinity of Christ. But if any should 
disbelieve this, we would urge to them, that Ter- 
tullian here expressly asserts that Christ is superior 
to angels: and we would ask, what being is there 
between the ministering spirits and God himself, 
of whose existence we know any thing from Scrip- 
ture? Beside which, Tertullian finishes the above 
quotation by expressly saying that Christ is God. 
1. §=6Tertull. de Carne Christi, c.15. p. 320. 
’ The following short passage is merely brought to 
shew that Marcion, with all his strange opinions, 
acknowledged the divinity of Christ. Tertullian 
concludes an argument against the Marcionites by 
saying, “ They acknowledge the man united to the 
“ God, and they deny the man ”.” 

112. Tertull. de Carne Christi, c. 17. p. 320. 

After other arguments to prove that Christ had 
really and tangibly a human body, Tertullian shews, 
that he must have received a carnal existence from 
his mother : and he points out how worthy it was of 
the counsels of God that Christ should be born of a 
virgin. “ He who was to consecrate a new birth, 
* ought to have been born in a new way: concern- 
* ing which the Lord was to give a sign, as Isaiah 
“ declared: What is that sign? Behold a virgin 
“ shall conceive in her womb, and bear a Son. 
“ The virgin accordingly conceived and bore Em- 
* manuel, God with us. This is the new birth, 


* Agnoscunt hominem Deo mixtum, et negant hominem. 
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‘“ when a man is born in God, in which man God 
“ was born*.” The union of the divine and human 
nature in the person of Christ could hardly be de- 
clared more plainly. 

Pursuing the same argument, he shews the divine 
and human natures of Christ from these words, 
“ That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that 
“ which is born of the Spirit is spirit®:” (John iii. 
6.) for Christ was born of the flesh, inasmuch as he 
was born of Mary: and he was born of the Spirit, 
inasmuch as he was born of God. Against this the 
Valentinians brought another passage of St. John’s 
Gospel, (i. 13.) where he says of those who believe 
in Christ, that they “ are born not of blood, nor of 
“the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but 
“of God:” from which they argued, that Christ 
was not born of the flesh, but of God only. Tertul- 
lian replies by appealing to the fact, that all believers 
are born of blood and of the will of the flesh, and of 
man by the common law of our nature: but of 
Christ it is said in a peculiar manner, that he was 
born of God: “ for Christ is the Word of God, and — 
“with the Word he is the Spirit of God ; and in the 
“ Spirit he is the Power of God, and whatever be- 
“longs to God*.” We may again observe, that if 


@ Nove nasci debebat, nove 
nativitatis dedicator: de qua 
signum daturus Dominus ab 
Esaia predicabatur. Quod est 
istud signum? Ecce virgo con- 
cipiet in utero, et pariet filium. 
Concepit igitur virgo et peperit 
Emmanuelem, nobiscum Deum. 
Hec est nativitas nova, dum 
homo nascitur in Deo: in quo 
homine Deus natus est. 


> Tertullian quotes—Spiritus 
est, quia Deus Spiritus est, et 
de Deo natus est. It was quoted 
with the same addition at the 
7th council of Carthage. Cypr. 
D344. | 

¢ quia Verbum Dei, et 
cum Verbo Dei Spiritus, et in 
Spiritu Dei Virtus, et quicquid 
Dei est Christus. p. 322. 
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Christ were a mere man, born in the ordinary way, 
all these numerous arguments to prove his bodily 
substance would never have been used. But the 
heretics denied his bodily substance ; and Tertullian, 
who acknowledged it, did not believe that he was 
born in the ordinary way. Upon either hypothesis 
therefore his divine nature was a fundamental arti- 
cle of belief. 

113. Tertull. de Resurrectione Carnis, c. 39. 

p- 348. 

This treatise was written to prove, that we shall 
rise again with our bodies. With the truth or false- 
hood of this doctrine we are not at present con- 
cerned: and in the following quotation Tertullian 
only observes, that the apostolical writings invari- 
ably enforce the doctrine of the resurrection, but with 
this difference; that to the Jews it was preached, 
not as a new doctrine, but one in which they all, 
with the exception of the Sadducees, believed. “The 
*‘ apostles had nothing to do, when preaching to the 
“ Tsraelites, but to unseal (i. e. to explain) the Old 
« Testament, and to seal (1. e. to prove or confirm) 
“the New: and particularly to preach God in 
“ Christ *.”. This therefore was the leading doc- 
trine in the Gospel according to Tertullian, that 
God was in Christ. | 

114. Tertull. de Resurrectione Carnis, c. 4&4. 

pp. 351. 

We must again remember, that we are not at ail 
concerned with the accuracy of Tertullian’s reason- 
ing about the resurrection of the flesh: we have 


* Apostolis nullum aliud ne-  resignandi, et novi consignandi, 
. gotium fuit, dumtaxat apud Is- et potius jam Dei in Christo 
raelem, quam veteris Testamenti concionandi. 
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only to inquire whether he believed Christ to be 
God. Having quoted 2 Cor. iv. 10. “ Always bear- 
“ing about in the body the dying of the Lord 
“< Jesus, that the life also of Jesus might be made 
< manifest in our body,” he asks, “ Shall then the 
“ life of Christ, which is eternal, unceasing, incor- 
“‘ rupt, which is the life of God, be made manifest 
“in a thing which is unconnected with salvation, 
‘‘ in a substance doomed to perpetual dissolution ® ?” 
He means to infer, that if the life of Christ is to be 
made manifest in our bodies, those bodies must cer- 
tainly be eternal: and one reason why he draws this 
conclusion is, because the life of Christ is the life of 
God; i. e. because Christ is God. 

115. Tertull. de Resurrectione Carnis, c 45. 

p- 352. 

In Eph. iv. 32. we read —— “ forgiving one an- 
“ other, even as. God for Christ's sake hath for- 
“ aiven you.” The original is—xaéos Kai 6 Oeds ev 
Xpiord exapicaro uuiv, which would be literally, as 
also God in Christ hath forgiven you ; and there 
seems no reason why the passage should not be so 
translated. ‘Tertullian renders it, “ sicut et Deus 
“ vobis donavit 72 Christo,” which can hardly mean 
for sake of Christ. It is singular that there should 
be so many various readings in this passage. Ter- 
tullian himself quotes it in another place‘, “ sicut et 
«¢ Christus donavit nobis:” some MSS. read it so: some 
read, as God hath forgiven you ; some, as the Lord — 
hath forgiven you ; which seems rather to shew that 
the passage was understood, not as we translate it, 


© In re ergo aliena salutis, in eterna, jugis, incorrupta, jam et 
substantia perpetue dissolutio- Dei vita? 
nis, manifestabitur vita Christi ' De Pudicitia, c. 2. p.556. 
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for agi of Christ; but as if God and Christ were 
really the same. There are other places in the 
Epistles of St. Paul, where the expression Oecds é& 
Xpioro is deprived of its force by our translation, 
We render Rom. vi. 10, 11. For in that he died, he 
died unto sin once: but in that he liveth, he liveth 
unto God. Likewise reckon ye also yourselves to 
be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. I would rather render it, 
For in that he died, he died by sin once: but in - 
that he liveth, he liveth by God. Christ died, be- 
cause he was made sin for us: (2 Cor. v. 21.) he 
died therefore by, or in consequence of, the sin, i. e. 
the sinful nature, which was in him: and this is 
the meaning of amébave ry c&paptia, not that he died 
unto sin, which has no definite meaning at all. If 
this be correct, the next clause must be translated 
in the same way ; 6] ro cs, he liveth by God ; i.e. 
by the God, or divine nature, which was in him. 
His human nature caused him to die; his divine 
nature caused him to live. The next verse I would 
translate thus ; Likewise reckon ye also yourselves 
as dead by sin, but living by God in Christ Jesus 
our Lord. A similar expression occurs in ver. 2. 
olrives ameBdvouey TH AapTiC, wos ETL Cnoomev ev QUT ; 
which we render, How shall we that are dead to 
sin, live any longer therein? But I would rather 
render it, How shall we that have been dead 
through sin live any longer therein? i. e. Having 
felt the deadly effects of sin, viz. that we were all 
under condemnation, if Christ had not freed us, shall 
we live any longer in sin § ? 


8 See Rom. vi. 16. dotAu—cdpaptiag cis Odvarov, 4 UnaKons eis 
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It may be doubted, whether camobvycKew apapria 
can signify to die unto sin". Schleusner quotes Rom. 
xiv. 8.: but the whole passage may be as well 
translated, For none of us liveth by, or of himself: 
and no man dieth of himself: for whether we live, 
we live by the Lord, (i. e. by the will of the Lord,) 
and whether we die, we die by the Lord. In each 
place I conceive the dative to signify the thing 
which causes or ordains that we die’. Schleusner 
also quotes Ajax 985. (ed. Musg.) deois rébvyxev ciros, 
which is exactly in point; for it can only mean, he 
died by the decree of the gods. Gal. ii. 19. may be 
translated, Hor in consequence of the law, I died 
by the law, that I might live by God: in other 
words, The very nature of the law caused that by 
following the law I became dead, (i. e. I was sub- 
ject to condemnation,) that I might live (i.e. I 
might be restored to spiritual life) by the grace of 
God. So also I would translate 1 Pet. iii. 18. Beeng 
put to death by the flesh, (i. e. being made subject 
to death by his human nature,) but quickened by 
the Spirit; (i. e. raised to life again by his divine 
nature,) which is nearly the same expression with 
2 Cor. xiii. 4. Though he was crucified through 
weakness, yet he liveth by the power of God; 


h The words, as they are ren- 
dered in our English version, 
are generally understood to 
mean, to renounce sin, to com- 
mit it no more: but this seems 
to have been expressed by a 
different construction, as in 
Col. li. 20. €2 oty arcbavete ody 
tH Xpictd® awd tov ctoyelwy tov 
KG MOU, K. T. Ax 

i Our translators have mis- 


taken the force of the dative in 
other instances: thus bishop 
Bull points out that in Eph. iv. 
23. avavectcbar: TH Tvevpwats Tod 
yot¢ busy Should be translated, 
to be renewed by the spirit of 
your mind. Chrysostom ex- 
plains it by 7@ mvevuari 7H ev TH 
vS. (Discourse on the state of 
man before the fall.) 
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where the construction é dcbeveias and éx Suvduews 
©ecv has the same force which I would give to the 
dative case in all the above instances; and Hippo- 
lytus quotes it as meaning, that Christ rose in con- 
sequence of the divine nature which was in him. 
So also in 1 Pet. ti. 24. we should translate wa rails 
GepnarpT lass CTO EVOIAEVOE Ty DiKasooury Cnowmer, that we who 
were dead by sins, (in consequence of our sins,) 
should lve by righteousness, or, by his righteous- 
ness, i. e. the righteousness of Christ. If this rea- 
soning be correct, it follows, that when St. Paul says 
of Christ, 7 ro Oce, he meant, that he lived by God, 
i. e. God was the cause of his being raised to life: 
and as the sin, which caused him to die, was the 
human nature residing in him; by a parity of rea- 
soning and of construction we infer, that that which 
raised him to life was God, or the divine nature re- 
siding in him. 

I was led into this discussion by having observed, 
that the doctrine of God being in Christ seems to be 
asserted by St. Paul, Eph. iv. 32. and by Tertul- 
lian’s translation of it. We have the same expres- 
sion in the passage already quoted, Rom. vi. 11. Ziv- 
ng by God in Christ Jesus our Lord: which I 
conceive to mean, restored to life by God who was 
in Christ Jesus. In 2 Cor. v.19. St. Paul expressly 
says, God was in Christ, reconciling the world 
unto himself. In 2 Cor. xii. 19. he says, We speak 
before God in Christ: and his assertion is stronger, 
if we understand it to mean, We speak in the pre- 
sence of that God who we know to be in Christ. In 
Phil. iii. 14. St. Paul says, that he presses toward 

K Avvaus yep dv rod Ocd wal ydver inte In Gen. vol. II. p. 
Wlarpos 6 viog toy Vdiev adrod eCwor 27-8, 


O 


194 TERTULLIANUS, A. D. 200. 
the prize of the high calling of that God who is in 


Christ Jesus, ris avw krycews tov Oecd ev Xpiora ‘Iyoor. 
In Col. ii. 2. the received text reads tov puorypiov tod 
Ocov Kai TAT pos Kak TOD Xpiorov, of the mystery of God, 
and of the Father and of Christ: but the number 
of various readings is quite astonishing, and most of 
them remarkably support the notion of Christ’s di- 
vinity. Thus Clement of Alexandria twice! quotes 
it rod puorypic tov Occ ev Xpiore, the mystery of God 
in Christ: others read, of God who is Christ; 
others, of God Christ; others, of God the Father 
an Christ. A similar expression occurs in Col. tii. 3. 
your life is hid with Christ in God. We may finish 
this discussion by observing, that the expression Deus 
in Christo, God in Christ, occurs very frequently in 
the works of Tertullian. 

116. Tertull. de Resurrectione Carnis, c. 49. 

p. 356. 

It might be expected, that those words of St. 
Paul, flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom 
of God, (1 Cor. xv. 50.) would present some diffi- 
culty to Tertullian in his. attempt to proye the re- 
surrection of the flesh: nor need we examine how 
he removes the objection. But in the course of his 
argument, after noticing the preceding words, As 
ws the earthy, such are they also that are earthy, 
and as is the heavenly, such are they also that are 
heavenly, he says, “ If Christ, who alone is really 
“ heavenly, nay more than heavenly, yet being a 
‘‘ man, inasmuch as he was flesh and blood, is not 
“ distinguished, as far as those substances are con- 
“cerned, from the earthly quality; it follows, that 


1 Strom. V. 10. p! 683. V. 12. p. 694. 
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** those who are called heavenly by St. Paul, are un- 
** derstood to be so called, not with reference to their 
*‘ present substance, but to their future glory ™.” 
His reasoning is this: If Christ, whose nature was 
really divine, could yet be called earthy, inasmuch 
as he partook of flesh and blood, it follows, that if 
any men are called heavenly, it must be with re- 
ference to some future state of glory: for in this 
present life, being made of flesh and blood, they 
must be earthy. 

This passage clearly proves, that Tertullian con- 
ceived of Christ, that his human nature was as- 
sumed, and that he was himself heavenly, nay more 
than heavenly: by which he must have meant, su- 
perior to angels. But nothing is superior to angels, 
except the divine nature itself. 

117. Tertull. de Resurrectione Carnis, c. 51. 

praoz: 

One of the arguments, which he brings to prove 
the resurrection of the flesh, may appear a strange 
one: but the terms of it contain an express declara- _ 
tion of the divinity of Christ. He says, “ But one 
* argument may stand in the place of all the rest, 
‘“ and I have reserved it to close the whole, that I 
“‘ may really convict the apostle himself of the great- 
“ est want of consideration, if shutting his eyes so 
“hastily, as some think, without distinction, with- 
“ out condition, he excludes all flesh and blood of 
“every sort from the kingdom of God, i. e. from 


m Si enim et Christus solus qualitate discernitur; proinde 
vere coelestis, immo et super- et qui ccelestes secundum illum, 
coelestis, homo tamen, qua caro. non de substantia preesenti, sed 
atque anima, nihilo ex ista sub- de futura claritate coelestes 
stantiarum conditione a choica praedicati intelliguntur. 
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“the palace of heaven itself: when Jesus still sits 
“ there, at the right hand of the Father, as man 
“though God; as the last Adam, although the 
« Word, who was in the beginning®.” If Christ 
were a mere man, exalted by the power of God, this 
argument would of course fail: it would involve a 
petitio principi. Tertullian could not then have 
known whether Jesus was in heaven or no: but he 
assumes, that the man Jesus is in heaven, because 
he is God. 
118. Tertull. adversus Marcionem, |. Il. c. 16. 
p- 389. 

Marcion conceived that there were two Gods, one 
the author of good, who was revealed in Jesus 
Christ; the other the author of evil: that the latter 
was the Creator of the world, and inferior to the 
former. Among other objections which the Marcion- 
ites brought against the God of the Old Testament 
was his cruelty; and as an instance of this they al- 
leged his severity in inflicting punishment. Tertul- 
lian very properly answers, that Justice is an attri- 
bute of God as well as Goodness; and that the na- 
ture of a Providence implies His correcting what is 
evil in the world. He says, “ We have learnt our 
* notions of God from the prophets and from Christ, » 
“ not from philosophers, nor from Epicurus: we, 
“who believe that God ever lived upon earth, and 


" Sed pro omnibus jam sta- 
bit, quod in clausulam reserva- 
vimus, etiam pro apostolo ipso 
revera maxim inconsiderantiz 
revincendo, si tam abrupte, ut 
quidam volunt, clausis (quod 
aiunt) oculis, sine distinctione, 
sine conditione, omnem passim 


carnem et sanguinem a regno 
Dei extrusit, utique et ab ipsa 
regia coelorum ; quum illic ad- 
huc sedeat Jesus ad dexteram 
Patris, homo, etsi Deus; Adam 
novissimus, etsi Sermo. prima- 
rlus. 
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‘took upon him the humility of the human form 
** for sake of the salvation of man, are far removed 
“from the opinions of those (the Epicureans) who 
‘think that God cares for nothing. Hence the he- 
“retics have drawn the following conclusion: If 
“ God is angry, and is jealous, and is excited and 
“‘ provoked, therefore he is subject to corruption ; 
“‘ and therefore he is mortal. But it is well to be- 
‘* lieve, as the Christians do, that God even died, 
‘“‘ and yet that he lives for ever and ever®.” The 
Marcionites thought that they proved God to be 
mortal, which is of course absurd: and yet, as Ter- 
tullian says, there is no absurdity in believing with 
the Christians, that God submitted to death, when 
he took upon him our flesh. 
119. Tertull. adv. Marc. 1. II. c. 27. p. 395. 

The following passage is given at length, as shew- 
ing not only the doctrine of Tertullian concerning 
Christ’s divinity and his union with the Father, but 
as proving also, that Marcion himself fully believed 
that Christ, who appeared upon earth, was really 
God. Tertullian indeed could not put the divinity 
of Christ higher than Marcion did, who, while he 
believed in the existence of two Gods, believed that 
Christ was the better and greater of these, who had 
revealed himself in a human form. It appears, as in 
‘the last article, that Marcion had thought to prove 


° Deum nos a prophetis et a 
Christo, non a philosophis, nec 
ab Epicuro erudimur. Qui cre- 
dimus Deum etiam in terris 
egisse, et humani habitus hu- 

_militatem suscepisse ex causa 
humane salutis, longe sumus a 
sententia eorum qui nolunt 
Deum curare quidquam. 


Inde’ 


venit ad hereticos quoque defi- 
nitio ejusmodi: Si Deus irasci- 
tur, et zemulatur, et extollitur, 
et exacerbatur, ergo et corrum- 
petur, ergo et morietur. Bene 
autem quod Christianorum est, 
etiam mortuum Deum credere, 
et tamen viventem in #vo evo- 
rum. 
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the inferiority of the God of the Old Testament by 
the fact of his being represented as subject to anger, 
jealousy, &c. of his having talked to men, and per- 
formed other acts which imply humanity. Tertul- 
lian observes, “that God could not have entered 


66 


6¢ 


ce 


ee 


66 


ee 


66 


66 


into conversations with men, unless he had as- 
sumed human feelings and affections, by which he 
could temper the greatness of his majesty, that 
would have been intolerable to human weakness, 
with a humility which might be unworthy of him, 
but necessary for man, and so far therefore worthy 
of God, because nothing is so worthy of God as 
the salvation of man. I! should treat of this at 
greater length, if I was dealing with heathens, al- 
though the dispute is not very different when held 
with heretics. Inasmuch as you yourselves already 
believe that God has sojourned in the form, and 
the other circumstances, of human nature, you 
will not require to be persuaded more at length, 
that God has conformed himself to humanity: but 
you are refuted by your own belief. For if God, 
and indeed the higher God?, lowered the emi- 
nence of his majesty by such humility, that he 
submitted to death, even the death of the cross, 
why cannot you think, that some degradation were 
compatible also with our God 4, which were even 
more tolerable than Jewish reproaches and crosses 
and sepulchres ? Are these the degradations, which 


are to prove, that Christ, who was subject to hu- 


P  Marcion acknowledged world, the God of the Old Tes- 


Christ to be the higher God, tament, whom Marcion ac- 
inasmuch as he was the author knowledged to be a God, but 
of good. accused him of being the au- 


4 1. e. the Creator of the thor of evil. 
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“‘ man passions, did not belong to that God, whom 
“you reproach with having human feelings? For 
‘* we hold, that Christ always acted in the name of 
“ God the Father; that he conversed with Him from 
“the beginning; that it was he who talked with 
“the patriarchs and prophets, the Son of the Crea- 
“ tor, His Word, whom He made His Son by pro- 
* ducing out of Himself, and thence placed him 
** over the whole of His dispensation and will, mak- 
“ing him a little lower than the angels, as Da- 
“ vid writes; (Psalm viii. 5.) by which lowering he 
*‘ was also ordained by the Father to perform those 
“ things, which you object to as human, that he 
*“ might learn even from the beginning what was 
“ that human nature, which in the end he was to 
“be. It is he who came down: it is he who asks: 
“‘ it is he who inquires: it is he who swears. But 
“ that the Father is seen by no man, even the com- 
“mon Gospel’ will testify, when Christ says, No 
“ man knoweth the Father, save the Son: (Matt. 
“xi. 27.) for he himself in the Old Testament had 
‘* declared, No man shall see God and lve*: but 
“he shews, that the Father is invisible, in whose 
‘‘ authority and name he himself, who was seen, the 
*« Son of God, was God. Therefore whatever you 
“‘ require as worthy of God will be found in the Fa- 
“ ther who is invisible, and not to be talked with, 
«and free from passions, and (if I may use the ex- 
** pression) the God imagined by philosophers. But 


xxxliil. 20. No man shall-see me 


* That is, not Marcion’s 
Gospel, but those which are 
commonly received by all Chris- 
tlans. 

s This is taken from Exodus 


and live; which words were 
spoken by Jehovah to Moses ; 
but Tertullian says, that. they 
were spoken by Christ. 
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“‘ whatever you object to, as unworthy of God *, will 
‘‘ be found in the Son, who was seen and heard, 
“ and conversed with, the judge and minister of his 
« Father, uniting in himself man and God: in his 
“mighty acts, God: in his degradations, man: so 
‘that as much as he takes from God, he confers 
“upon man: in short, all that you consider as dis- 
“ graceful to my God" is the pledge of human sal- 
“ vation. God conversed with man, that man might 
“ be taught to act divinely. God placed himself on 
“ an equality with man, that man might put himself 
“ upon an equality with God. God was found in a 
“‘ degraded state, that man might be in the most 


“ exalted state. 


If you disdain such a God as this, 


“ I doubt whether you really believe that God was 


“‘ crucified *.” 


“ cified God.” N°. 291. 


t Namely, his lowering him- 
self to appear on earth. 

" The God of the Old Tes- 
tament, whom I and all Chris- 
tians acknowledge. 

* Quatenus et ipsi Deum in 
figura et in reliquo ordine hu- 
manz conditionis diversatum 
jam credidistis, non exigetis uti- 
que diutius persuaderi Deum 
conformasse seipsum humani- 
tati, sed de vestra fide revinci- 
mini. Si enim Deus, et qui- 
dem sublimior, tanta humilitate 
fastigium majestatis sue stra- 
vit, ut etiam morti subjiceret, 
et morti crucis, cur non putetis 
nostro quoque Deo aliquas pu- 
sillitates congruisse, tolerabi- 
liores tamen Judaicis contume- 
liis et patibulis et sepulchris ? 
An he sunt pusillitates que jam 
prejudicare debebunt Christum, 


Origen also says that “the Jews cru- 


humanis passionibus objectum, 
ejus Dei esse cui humanitates 
exprobrantur a vobis? Nam et 
profitemur Christum semper e- 
gisse in Dei patris nomine: 
ipsum ab initio conversatum : 
ipsum congressum cum patri- 
archis et prophetis, filium Crea- 
toris, Sermonem ejus, quem ex 
semetipso proferendo Filium 
fecit, et exinde omni disposi- 
tioni sue voluntatique prefe- 
cit: diminuens illum modico 
citra Angelos, sicut apud David 
scriptum est; qua diminutione 
in hec quoque dispositus est a 
Patre, que ut humana repre- 
henditis, ediscens jam inde a 
primordio, jam inde hominem, 
quod erat futurus in fine.  Ille 
est qui descendit: ille qui in- 
terrogat : ille qui postulat: ille 
qui jurat. Ceterum Patrem ne- 
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120. Tertull. adv. Marc. |. III. c. 6. p. 400. 

It seems, that Marcion, in order to prove his doc- 
trine of two Gods, had argued, that the Jews re- 
jected Jesus, because they considered him as a 
preacher of a strange God different from their own. 
Tertullian denies this, and says, “‘ They did not hate 
*‘ and persecute Christ, as belonging to another God, 
“but as being merely a man, whom they thought 
“* an impostor in his miracles, and a rival in his doc- 
“ trines Y.” It is plain therefore, that Tertullian did 
not consider Jesus as a mere man: but he looked 
upon this notion as the fundamental error of the 
Jews, and the cause of their committing such an 


enormous crime. 
121. 


Tertull. adv. Marc. 1. II. c. 8. p. 401. 


Among other absurdities, Marcion considered the 


body of Jesus to be a phantom ”. 


mini visum, etiam commune 
testabitur evangelium, dicente 
Christo, Nemo cognovit Patrem 
nisi Filius. Ipse enim et veteri 
Testamento pronuntiarat, Deum 
nemo videbit et vivet: Patrem 
invisibilem determinans, in cu- 
jus auctoritate et nomine ipse 
erat Deus qui videbatur Dei 
Filius. Igitur quacumque 
exigitis Deo digna, habebuntur 
in Patre invisibili incongressi- 
bilique et placido, et ut ita 
dixerim philosophorum Deo. 
Quecumque autem ut indigna 
reprehenditis, deputabuntur in 
Filio, et viso, et audito, et con- 
_gresso, arbitro Patris et mini- 
‘stro, miscente in semetipso ho- 
minem et Deum: in virtutibus 
Deum ; in pusillitatibus homi- 
nem; ut tantum homini .con- 
ferat, quantum Deo detrahit : 
totum denique Dei mei penes 


Tertullian ob- 


vos dedecus sacramentum est 
humane salutis. Conversaba- 
tur Deus, ut homo divine agere 
doceretur. Ex equo agebat 
Deus cum homine, ut homo 
ex aquo agere cum Deo posset. 
Deus pusillus inventus est, ut 
homo maximus fieret. Qui ta- 
lem Deum dedignaris, nescio an 
ex fide credas Deum crucifixum. 

y Et adeo non qua alterius 
Dei Christum aversati persecu- 
tique sunt; sed qua solummodo 
hominem, quem planum in sig- 
nis et emulum in doctrinis ex- 
istimabant. 

2 'This perhaps is the reason 
why Justin Martyr includes the 
Marcionites among the heretics, 
who “instead of worshipping 
« Jesus, confess him only in 
“name.” Dial. cum Tryph. c. 


35+ P- 132-3. 
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serves that, if this were so, Christ was guilty of a 
deception, because he certainly meant it to be con- 
ceived, that he had a real body: and thus, he con- 
tinues ironically, Marcion would refute himself, and 
make Christ resemble the God of the Old Testa- 
ment, who, according to his own notion, was full of 
deceit. In the same strain of irony he observes, 
* It seems therefore, that Marcion’s Christ, lest he | 
** should be a deceiver, and should thus chance to 
“be supposed to belong to the Creator,- was not 
“ what he seemed to be, and told a lie as to what 
“ he was, saying that he was flesh, when he was 
* not flesh, man, when he was not man, and conse- 
“ quently that he was God, when he was not God. 
*“ For why might he not also have borne a false ap- 
pearance of God? Shall I believe him concerning 
“his interior substance, when he deceived concern- 
‘ing his exterior*?” It is evident from this irony, 
that Tertullian conceived the divinity of Christ to 
be a point which was fully believed by Marcion: 
and in order to refute Marcion’s reasoning, he shews, 
that it would lead to the absurd conclusion, that 
Christ was not God, at least that his divinity might 
be questionable. | 
122. Tertull. adv. Marc. |. II. c.16. p. 406. 
Tertullian observes, (and in this he is followed by — 
many commentators,) that the application of the 
name Jesus to Christ was prefigured in the Old 
Testament, when the son of Nun had his name 


@ Et ideo Christus ejus ne 
mentiretur, ne falleret, et hoc 
modo Creatoris forsitan depu- 
taretur, non erat quod videba- 
tur, et quod erat mentiebatur ; 
caro, nec caro; homo, nec ho- 


mo; proinde Deus Christus, 
nec Deus. Cur enim non etiam 
Dei phantasma portaverit? An 
credam ei de interiore substan- 
tia, qui sit de exteriore frustra- 
tus ? 
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changed from Oshea to Joshua, which is Jesus: 
(Numb. xiii. 16.) after which he says, “ Christ him- 
** self testified that this was his own name, when he 
** spoke to Moses; for who was it that spoke, ex- 
*“ cept the Spirit of the Creator, which is Christ ? 
** When therefore he gave his commandment to the 
“ people, Behold I send my Angel before thee, to 
“ keep thee in the way, and to bring thee into the 
“land which I have prepared for thee: beware 
“< of him, and obey his voice: do not disobey him: 
“ for he is not concealed from thee: for my name 
“1s upon him.” Exod. xxiii. 20. The same pas- 
sage occurs nearly word for word in Tertullian’s 
work against the Jews, c. 9. where he says, “ He 
“ who spoke to Moses was the Son of God, who was 
*‘ always visible: for no one hath ever seen God the 
“« Father and lived: and therefore it is evident that 
‘‘ the Son of God himself spoke to Moses, and said 
* to the people, Behold &c.‘” . 7 

We have only to observe, that Tertullian refers 
these words to Christ; and yet if we look to the 
Book of Exodus, it is impossible to doubt but that 
they were spoken by the Almighty himself: and 
the passage is more remarkable, because Tertullian 


>’ Hoc nomen ipse Christus super illum est. Where Ter- 


suum jam tunc esse testatus 
est, quum ad Moysen loqueba- 
tur. Quis enim Joquebatur, nisi 
Spiritus Creatoris, qui est Chri- 
-stus ?. Cum ergo mandato dice- 
ret populo, Ecce ego mitto An- 
gelum meum ante faciem tuam, 
qui te custodiat in via et intro- 
ducat in terram, quam paravi 
tibi: imtende illi et eraudi eum: 
ne imobaudieris eum: non enim 
celuvit te, quoniam nomen meum 


tullian read non celavit te, our 
version has, he wili not pardon 
your transgressions. 

© Nam qui ad Moysem loque- 
batur, ipse erat Dei Filius, qui 
et semper videbatur. Deum 
enim Patrem nemo vidit un- 
quam et vixit: et ideo constat 
ipsum Dei Filium Moysi esse 
loquutum, et dixsisse ad popu- 
lum, Ecce &c. p. 194: 
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and all the Fathers considered the Angel here pro- 
mised to be Christ: so that Christ promised that he 
would send himself; which is wholly unintelligible, 
unless we believe that the Father and the Son are 
one. That Tertullian believed so, is plain from this 
passage. 

123. Tertull. adv. Mare. \. III. c. 19. p. 408. 

The following passage requires no illustration 
from the context: “In the Gospel, which even you 
“ acknowledge, God has made a revelation, calling 
“ bread his body ‘:” and the belief which Tertullian 
had in the divinity of Christ becomes still more ap- 
parent, when we turn to his treatise against the 
Jews, where there are whole passages agreeing word 
for word with the present work: and there we read 
the same observation, with the single difference that 
Christ is substituted for God, “Christ has made a 
“ revelation, calling bread his body*.” Of so little 
importance did it seem to Tertullian whether he 
named God or Christ as the author of an act, which 
we know to have been performed by Christ. 

124. Tertull. adv. Marc. 1. IV. c. 9. p. 419. 

Tertullian makes a singular remark upon the mi- 
raculous cure of the leper mentioned Matt. viii. 3. 
Jesus cured him by a touch: and by the law of 
Moses he would have been considered defiled for 
having touched an unclean person: but Tertullian’s 
remark is a proof of Christ’s divinity. “He touched 
‘“‘ the leper, by whom although a man might have 
“been defiled, yet God could not be defiled, being 
“ undefilable: so that no command need be given 


4 Sic enim Deus in evangelio € Christus revelavit, panem 
quoque vestro revelavit, panem corpus suum appellans. c. 10. 
corpus suum appellans. p. 196. 
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“to him that he ought to obey the law, and not 
‘touch an unclean person, since the touch of an 
“ unclean thing could not defile him '.” 

There is a similar passage in c. 20. of this book, 
where, speaking of the woman who had an issue of 
blood, (Matt. ix. 20.) he says, “She touched him, 
“not as a holy man, nor as a prophet, whom she 
“ would have known to be defilable from his human 
“ substance: but she touched him as being God him- 
*“ self, who, as she concluded, could not be polluted 
*“ by any uncleanness. Christ approving of this 
“‘ faith of the woman, who believed in the Creator 
“‘ only, answered, that he was the God of that faith, 
“* of which he approved 8.” 

125. Tertull. adv. Marc. \. IV. c.10. p. 421. 

When Jesus had said to the paralytic man, (Luke 
v. 20.) Thy sins are forgiven thee, and the Jews 
observed, Who can forgive sins but God alone ? 
Jesus did not reply by asserting plainly that he was 
God, but he told them, The Son of man hath power 
on earth to forgive sins, leaving them to draw the 
two inferences, that he was the Son of man, and 
that the Son of man was God. Tertullian remarks, 
that Jesus answered in this way, because he knew 
that Daniel, one of their own prophets, had men- 
tioned the Son of man: (Dan. vii. 13.) his answer 


f Tetigit leprosum, a quo etsi 
homo inquinari potuisset, Deus 
utique non inquinaretur, incon- 
taminabilis _ scilicet. 
prescribetur illi quod debuerit 
legem observare, et non con- 
tingere immundum, quem con- 
tactus immundi non erat inqui- 
naturus. 

& Sic eum tetigit, non ut ho- 


Ita non 


minem sanctum, nec ut pro- 
phetam, quem contaminabilem 
pro humana substantia sciret : 
sed ut ipsum Deum, quem nul- 
la spurcitia pollui posse pre- 
sumpserat. Hanc fidem pro- 
bans Christus ejus foemine, que 
solum credebat Creatorem, ejus 
fidei se Deum respondit, quam 
probavit. p. 434- 


206 


TERTULLIANUS, A. D. 200. 


therefore was equivalent to this, You say that God 
only can forgive sins; and you say rightly: but I 
tell you, that the Son of man, whom Daniel men- ~ 
tions, can forgive sins: for, as you yourselves well 
know, the Son of man, whom Daniel saw, was God. 


14 


cé 


66 


a 
nan 
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Tertullian’s words are these: “ Jesus was seen 
by the king of Babylon in the furnace with his 
martyrs, being the fourth person, Irke the Son of 
man: the same was revealed to Daniel himself 
expressly as the Son of man, coming as a judge 
with the clouds of heaven, as the Scripture proves. 
I have said that this might suffice as to the title 
Son of man being used by the prophets: but the 
Scripture makes still more in my favour by the 
explanation of the Lord himself. For when the 
Jews, who only looked upon the human part of 
him, and were not yet certain that he was God, 
as being Son of God, reasonably objected, that a 
man could not forgive sins, but God only, why did 
he not answer them according to what they con- 
ceived of a man, that he had power to forgive 
sins, whereas by calling himself the Son of man, 
he called himself man, except that, by this very 
appellation of the Son of man, he wished to con- 
vince them out of the Book of Daniel, that he 
might shew them both God and man with power 
to forgive sins! ?” 


h Dan. ili. 25. All the He- 
brew copies read Son of God. 
The Septuagint read éucloua 
ayyehov Ocod. ‘Theodotion, suo 
vig Oecd. Tertullian seems to 
have considered the two ex- 
pressions Son of man and Son 
of God as equivalent. 

i Hic (Jesus) erat visus Ba- 


bylonio regi in fornace cum 
martyribus suis quartus, tan- 
quam filius hominis: idem ipsi 
Danieli revelatus directo filius 
hominis, veniens cum coeli nu- 
bibus judex, sicut et scriptura 
demonstrat. Hoc dixi sufficere 
potuisse de nominatione pro- 
phetica circa filium hominis. 
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126. Tertull. adv. Mare. 1. IV. c.12. p. 424. 

Speaking of the Sabbath, he observes, that the 
Jews mistook the fourth commandment, which only 
restrained them from performing any common work 
of their own on that day, “ For the work of God 
*“ may be done even by man for the salvation of a 
* soul: yet what the man Christ was about to do, 
“ was done by God, because he was also God *.” 
After which he says, “ He was called the Lord of 
“the Sabbath, because he observed the Sabbath as 
“ a thing belonging to himself. But if he had ab- 
“ rogated it, he would have had a right, inasmuch 
*‘ as he was the Lord who appointed it!.” If it was 
Christ who instituted the Sabbath, it seems impos- 
sible to deny his union with the Father. 

127. Tertull. adv. Marc. \. IV. c.13. p. 425. 

Having shewn how Christ made his actions ac- 
cord in many instances with facts mentioned in the 
Old Testament, he quotes Psalm Ixxxvii. 4, 5. as a 
prediction of the multitudes who came from the sea- 
coast of Tyre and Sidon to hear him. (Luke vi. 17.) 
Tertullian’s version of this passage differs consider- 
ably from our own; and commentators are also di- 


Sed plus mihi scriptura confert, 
ipsius scilicet Domini interpre- 
tatione. Nam cum Judei so- 
lummodo hominem ejus intuen- 
tes, necdum et Deum certi, qua 
Dei quoque filium, merito re- 
tractarent non posse hominem 
delicta dimittere sed Deum so- 
lum, cur non secundum inten- 
tionem eorum de homine eis 
respondebat, Habere eum po- 
testatem~ dimittendi  delicta, 
quando et filium hominis no- 
minans hominem nominaret, 
nisi quia ideo ipsa voluit eos 


appellatione filii hominis ex in- 
strumento Danielis repercutere, 
ut ostenderet Deum et homi- 
nem qui delicta dimitteret. 

K Quia opus Dei etiam per 
hominem fieri potest in salu- 
tem anime ; a Deo tamen, quod 
facturus fuerdt et Christus ho- 
mo, quia et Deus. 

Dominus Sabbati dictus, 
quia Sabbatum, ut rem suam, 
tuebatur. Quod etiam si de-’ 
struxisset, merito, qua Domi- 
nus magis ille qui instituit. 
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vided whether the prophecy relates to Christ or to 
the multitudes of believers: but Tertullian’s com- 
ment upon the passage is not affected by this dis- 
crepancy, nor his testimony to the divinity of Christ. 
“They come together from Tyre, and a multitude 
“from the regions even beyond the sea: this was 
the meaning of the Psalm, Behold Philistine and 
“« Tyre and the people of Atthiopia, they were 
“ there. Sion the mother shall say, a man and a 
“ man was made in her; since God was born as a 
“man, and established her by the will of his Fa- 
“ ther: that you may know that the Gentiles then 
* came together to him, because God was born as a 
‘‘ man, who was to build up a church by the will of 
“ his Father, even out of the Philistines ™.” 

128. Tertull. adv. Marc. \. IV. c. 25. p. 440. 

We must remember that Marcion considered the 
God who was revealed in Christ to be different from 
the God who created the world, and that they were 
opposed to each other. ‘Tertullian says, that the 
notion might be refuted by that text, AU/ things are 
delivered to me of my Father, (Luke x. 22.) at 
least it would follow from this text, that Christ and 
the Creator were connected, because all things must 


m Conveniunt a Tyro et ex 
aliis regionibus multitudo etiam 
transmarina. Hoc spectabat 
Psalmus, Et ecce Allophyli et 
Tyrus, et populus Ethiopum, 
isti fuerunt illic. Mater Sion 
dicet, homo et homo factus est 
in illa (quoniam Deus homo 
natus est,) et edificavit eam vo- 
luntate Patris: ut scias ad eum 
tunc Gentiles convenisse, quia 
Deus homo erat natus, edifica- 
turus ecclesiam ex voluntate 


Patris, ex Allophylis quoque. In 
another place, Adv. Prax. c. 27. 
p.516. he reads this verse of the 
Psalm, Deus homo natus est in 
lla. Origen agrees with the 
first of these two readings, jy- 
Typ Siwy épel, &vOpwmos kal dO pwmos 
éyev76n év adt7, which is the read- 
ing of the Septuagint. The He- 
brew reads, Of Sion it shall be 
said, a man and a man was born 
in her. 
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belong to him who created them; and no other per- 
son but the Creator could have given them to Christ. 
Tertullian’s comment upon the text is this, “ You 
“may believe it, if Christ belongs to the Creator, 
“ whose all things are : because the Creator delivered 
“all things to His Son, not as to one inferior to 
** Himself, which He created by him, that is, by 
“His Word”.” ‘This passage refutes even the 
Arians; much more the Socinians and Unitarians. 
129. Tertull. adv. Mare. \. IV. c. 40. p. 457. 
He argues, that the fact of Christ observing the 
Jewish feasts, which were instituted by the God of 
the Old Testament, proves that there could be no 
opposition between them, and he makes this remark 
upon Christ eating the last passover. “ Having pro- 
*‘ fessed that with a desire he desired to eat the 
“‘ passover, as belonging to himself, (for it was un- 
** becoming that God should desire any thing belong- 
‘ing to another,) he took bread, and distributed it 
*‘ to his disciples, and made it his body, by saying, 
- « This is my body, i.e. the figure of my body °.” 
130. Tertull. adv. Marc.\. V. c. 5. p. 467. 

To undexstand the following quotation, we need | 
only remember those words of St. Paul, The foolish- 
ness of God is wiser than men, and the weakness 
_ of God is stronger thin men, (1 Cor. i. 25.) * But 
‘“* what is the foolishnesis of God, which is wiser than 


> ™ Omnia shi. tradita dicitt a 
Patre: credas, si Cratovris est 
Christus, cujus omnia : quia non 
niinori se tradidit omnia Filio 
Creator, que per eum condidit, 
per Sermonem suum scilicet. 

© Professus itaque se concu- 
piscentia concupisse edere Pa- 


scha ut suum (indignum enim 
ut quid alienum concupisceret 
Deus,) acceptum panem et di- 
stributum discipulis, corpus il- 
lum suum fecit, hoc est corpus 
meum dicendo, id est, figura 
corporis mei. 


P 
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“men, except the cross and death of Christ ? What 
“is the weakness of God, which is stronger than 
‘men, except the birth and incarnation of God ?.” 
131. Tertull. adv. Mare.\. V. c. 8. p. 470. 

The preexistence of Christ, as well as his being 
born of a virgin, are maintained in the following 
passage, which is a comment upon that prophecy of 
Isaiah, There shall come forth a rod out of the 
root of Jesse, and a flower shall grow out of his 
root, (xi. 1.) “ for he shews, that Christ was to rise 
* in the figure of a flower from a rod which was to 
“ proceed from the root of Jesse, i.e. from a virgin - 
* of the family of David the son of Jesse, in which 
“ Christ the whole substance of the Spirit was to 
“dwell: not as if it were to come subsequently 
“ upon him, who was always the Spirit of God, even 
“ before his incarnation: lest you might argue from 
* this, that the prophecy belonged to that Christ, 
* who as a mere man of the family of David was to 
*‘ receive the Spirit of his God afterwards %.” 

132. Tertull. adv. Marc. \. V.c. 9. p. 472. 

Tertullian’s commentary upon Psalm lxxii. is very 
remarkable. ‘“ ‘This Psalm may be said ta he sug to 
“Solomon: and yet will not those parts, which be- 
“long to Christ only, teach us: tat the other parts - 
“also belong not to Solomon but to Christ ? 


P Quid est autem stultum 
Dei sapientius hominibus, nisi 
crux et mors Christi? Quid in- 
firmum Dei, fortius homine, nisi 
nativitas et caro Dei? 

4 Christum enim in floris fi- 
gura ostendit oriturum ex virga 
profecta de radice Jesse, id est 
virgine generis Dayid filii Jesse, 
in quo Christo consistere habe- 


ret; tota substantia Spiritus : non 
quasi postea obventura illi, qui 
semper Spiritay Wei fuerit, ante 
carnetm quoque ; ne ex hoc ar- 
gumenteris prophetiam ad eum 
Christum pertinere, qui ut homo 
tantum ex solo censu Dawid 
postea consecuturus sit Dei sui 
Spiritum. 
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“ He shall have dominion, he says, from sea to sea, 
“and from the river unto the ends of the earth. 
* This is given to Christ alone: but Solomon only 
“ ruled over the small country of Judea. All kings 
« shall fall down before him: before whom will all 
“ fall down, except before Christ ? and all nations 
“ shall serve him: whom shall all nations serve, ex- 
“ cept Christ ? Let his name be for ever: whose 
* name will be for ever, except Christ’s? his name 
“ shall endure before the sun: for the Word of 
“* God, i. e. Christ, is before the sun. And all na- 
“ tions shall be blessed in him: no nation is blessed 
“in Solomon; but in Christ every nation. What 
“ now if this Psalm prove him also to be God ? And 
“ they shall call Him blessed: for blessed is the 
“ Lord God of Israel, who only doeth wondrous 
“ things: blessed be His glorious name; and all 
“ the earth shall be filled with His glory*.” With 
the correctness of every part of this commentary we 
are not concerned: but it is undeniable that Tertul- 
lian believed Christ to be the Lord God of Israel, or 
he would not have applied passages to him, which 
would so easily have been understood of God the 
Father. 

® Sed ét hic Psalmus Salo- omnes, nisi Christo? Sit nomen 
moni canere dicetur. Que ta- ejus in evum: cujus nomen in 
men soli competunt Christo do- eternum, nisi Christi? Ante so- 
cere non poterunt etiam cetera lem manebit nomen ejus: ante 
non ad Salomonem sed ad Chri- solem enim Sermo Dei, id est 
stum pertinere? Dominabitur, Christus. Et benedicentur in 
inquit, a mari ad mare, et a flu- illo universe gentes: in Salo- 
mine usque ad terminos terre. mone nulla natio benedicitur ; 
Hoc soli datum est Christo: in Christo vero omnis. Quid 
ceterum Salomon uni et mo- nunc si et Deum eum Psalmus 
dicee Judeee imperavit. Adora- iste demonstrat? Et beatum eum 
bunt illum omnes reges: quem  dicent : Quoniam benedictus Do- 


omnes, nisi Christum? Et ser- minus Deus Israelis, qui facit 
vient et omnes nationes: cui mirabilia solus, &c. &c. 
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133. Tertull. adv. Praxeam, c. 2. p. 501. 

This treatise was written against Praxeas, who 
began what has been called the Patripassian heresy, 
i.e. he believed and taught that it was the Father 
who was born and crucified ; so that the Father and 
Son were one, not only in substance, but in person. 
In refuting this doctrine, Tertullian would naturally 
point out, that the orthodox church fully believed in 
the unity of God, but he would also shew how two 
persons were understood to exist in one substance. 
Accordingly he says in the second chapter; “ We 
“ believe that there is only one God, but under this 
“‘ dispensation *: namely, that there is also a Son of 
“this one God, His Word, who proceeded from 
“ Him, by whom all things were made, and without 
“ whom nothing was made: that he was sent by his 
“ Father into a Virgin, and-born of her, man and 
“God, Son of man and Son of God, and named 
‘* Jesus Christ: that he suffered; that he died and 
“was buried according to the Scriptures; that he 
“‘ was raised again by the Father, and taken up into 
“© heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of the Fa- 
“ther; who will come to judge quick and dead: 
“who sent from thence, according to his promise, 
“ the Holy Ghost, the Comforter, from the Father, 
‘“‘ who sanctifieth the faith of those who believe in 
“ the Father and Son and Holy Ghost ‘.” 


8 Dispensatio sive ceconomia. hil. unc missum a Patre in 


See note ©. p. 62. 

t Unicum quidem Deum cre- 
dimus : sub hac tamen dispensa- 
tione, quam ceconomiam dici- 
mus, ut unici Dei sit et Filius, 
Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso pro- 
cesserit, per quem omnia facta 
sunt, et sine quo factum est ni- 


Virginem, et ex ea natum homi- 
nem et Deum, filium hominis 


‘et filium Dei, et cognominatum 


Jesum Christum. Hunc pas- 
sum, hunc mortuum et sepul- 
tum secundum. scripturas, et 
resuscitatum a Patre, et in coelos 
resumptum, sedere ad dexteram 


~ 
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In this passage we evidently read a prescribed 
form of belief or creed, and Tertullian tells us that 
it had been handed down from the beginning of the 
Gospel, even before any heresies existed. At p.61-63. 
I have transcribed .the creeds, which Irenzeus ac- 
knowledged; and the reader may compare them 
with the one just given, as well as with the follow- 
ing, which Tertullian has also preserved. ‘“ There 
** is only one rule of faith, alone unalterable and not 
“ to be reformed, 1. e. of believing in God Almighty, 
‘** Creator of the world ; and in His Son Jesus Christ, 
‘* who was born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under 
* Pontius Pilate; who rose again from the dead on 
“ the third day, was taken up into heaven, and sit- 
“ teth at the right hand of God, who will come to 
“ judge the quick and dead ".” 

“ The rule of faith is, that there is only one God, 
« and no other except the Creator of the world, who 
“ formed all things out of nothing by His Word, 
‘who was produced before all things: that this 
‘“* Word was called His Son, who was seen at various 
‘‘ times in the name of God by the patriarchs, was 
4 always heard in the prophets, and lastly by the 
* Spirit and power of God the Father came into the 
“ Virgin Mary, and was made flesh in her womb, 
“ and was born in her, and appeared, Jesus Christ 


Patris, venturum judicare vivos in unicum Deum omnipoten- 


et mortuos; qui exinde miserit, 
secundum promissionem suam, 
a Patre Spiritum Sanctum Para- 
cletum, sanctificatorem fidei eo- 
rum qui credunt in Patrem et 
Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. 
“Regula quidem fidei una 
omnino est, sola immobilis et 
irreformabilis, credendi scilicet 
, 3 


tem, mundi conditorem, et Fi- 
lium ejus Jesum Christum, na- 
tum ex Virgine Maria, cruci- 
fixum sub Pontio Pilato, tertia 
die resuscitatum a mortuis, re- 
ceptum in ceelis, sedentem nunc 
ad dexteram Patris, venturum 
judicare vivos et mortuos. De 
Virg. Veland. c. I. p. 173. 
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that he was crucified, rose again on the third 
“ day, was taken up into heaven, and sitteth at the 
“ right hand of the Father *.” 
134. Tertull. adv. Prax. c.17. p. 510. 

Nothing can shew more plainly the sense, in 
which Tertullian used the term God, when applied 
to Christ, than the following passage. ‘“ The titles 
“ of the Father, God Almighty, Most High, Lord of 
“ Hosts ¥, King of Israel, I Am, as far as the Scrip- 
“‘ tures teach us, we say that those titles belong also 
“ to the Son, and that the Son came under those 
** titles, and always acted according to them, and 
“thus manifested them in himself to men. Ad 
* things that the Father hath, he says, are mine: 
“ (John xvi. 15.) why not also his titles? When 
“ therefore you read Almighty God, and Most High, 
“ and God of Hosts, and King of Israel, and I Am, 
“ consider whether the Son is not also pointed out 
“ by those titles; God Almighty by his own right, 
“inasmuch as he is the Word of God Almighty ; 
“‘ and inasmuch as he has received the power of all 
“ things: the Most High, inasmuch as he is exalted 
‘“‘ by the right hand of God, as Peter preaches in the 
« Acts, (ii. 33.) the Lord of Hosts, because all 
“ things are subjected to him by the Father ; (Matt. 


ejus, et ex ea natum egisse Je- 
sum Christum fixum cruci, 
tertia die resurrexisse, in coelos- 


x Regula est fidei unum 
omnino Deum esse, nec alium 
preter mundi -conditorem; qui 


universa de nihilo produxerit, 
per Verbum suum primo omni- 
um demissum: id Verbum Fi- 
lium ejus appellatum, in nomine 
Dei varie visuin a patriarchis, in 
prophetis semper auditum, post- 
remo delatum ex Spiritu  Pa- 
tris Dei et Virtute in Virginem 
Mariam, carnem factum in utero 


ereptum sedisse ad dexteram 
Patris. De Prescript. Heret. 
C.-13. hs BOO Fs 

y Hippolytus says, that the 
Son is the Lord of Hosts, II. p. 
24. ° See also Justin Martyr as 
quoted at N°. 26. and Dionysius 
of Alexandria quoted at p. 10g. 
note Y. 
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“ xi. 27.) King of Israel, because the lot of that 
‘“‘ nation fell properly to him: also J Am, because 
*‘ many are called sons and are not’. If they should 
“also say, that the name of Christ belongs to the 
“ Father, they shall be attended to in the proper 
“place. In the mean time let me here give an 
** answer to that which they bring forward from the 
*« Revelation of John, (i. 8.) I, the Lord, which is, 
“and which was, and which is to come, the Al- 
“ mighty : and if in any other place they think that 
“ the title of God Almighty does not also apply to 
“ the Son, as if he who is to come cannot be Al- 
“ mighty: whereas the Son of the Almighty is as 


* much Almighty, as the Son of God is God*.” I 


2 Whether we admit this in- 
terpretation of the title Qui est, 
or no, it seems impossible to 
deny, that Tertullian conceived 
Christ to be the Son of God in 
a manner different from any 
person who is merely called so. 
He considered him to be a be- 
gotten Son, from which he could 
come to no other conclusion, 
but that the begotten Son of 
God is God. Our own lan- 
guage and our own ideas can 
furnish no suitable analogy for 
the generation of the Son: but 
I deny that our ideas can con- 
ceive a begotten Son to be of a 
different nature from his Fa- 
ther. 


@ Sed et nomina Patris, Deus’ 


Omnipotens, Altissimus, Domi- 
nus Virtutum, Rex Israelis, Qui 
est, quatenus ita Scripture do- 
cent, hzec dicimus et in Filium 
competisse, et in his filium ve- 
nisse, et in his semper egisse, et 
sic ea in se hominibus mani- 


festasse. Omnia, inquit, Patris 
mea sunt. Cur non et nomina? 
Cum ergo legis Deum omnipo- 
tentem, et Altissimum, et Deum 
Virtutum, et Regem Israelis, et 
Qui est, vide ne per hec filius 
etiam demonstretur, suo jure 
Deus omnipotens, qua sermo 
Dei omnipotentis, quaque om- 
nium accepit potestatem: Al- 
tissimus, qua dextera Dei exalta- 
tus, sicut Petrus in Actis con- 
cionatur: Dominus Virtutum, 
quia omnia subjecta sunt illi a 
Patre: Rex Israelis, quia illi 
proprie excidit sors gentis istius : 
item, Qui est, quoniam multi 
filii dicuntur, et non sunt. Si 
autem volunt et Christi nomen 
Patris esse, audient suo loco. 
Interim hic mihi promotum sit 
responsum adversus id quod et 
de Apocalypsi Joannis profe- 
runt: Ego Dominus, qui est, et 
qui fuit, et venit, omnipotens > et 
sicubi alibi Dei omnipotentis 
appellationem non putant etiam 
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may observe that’ Hippolytus also considered the 
words in Rev. i. 8. as applied to Christ ; see N°. 160. 
135. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 27. p. 516. 

The last quotation which I make from Tertullian 
must be a long one; but it goes so deeply into the 
doctrine, which I am’ endeavouring to ascertain, 
that there is a difficulty in abridging it; neither is 
any introduction necessary to explain its meaning. 
* Being pressed on all sides’ by the distinction of the 
‘© Father and the Son, which distinction we carefully 
“ observe, though the union remains; like that of 
“the sun and the ray, of the fountain and the 
“river, though we use the individual numbers of 2 
“ and 3; nevertheless they try to interpret that dis- 
“tinction according to their own opinion; that 
“‘ though making only one person they may keep a 
“ distinction of both, the Father and the Son, by 
“ saying that the Son is flesh, i. e. man, 1. e. Jesus ; 
* but that the Father is spirit, 1. e. God, i.e. Christ : 
“and thus they, who contend that the Father 
“and Son are one and the same?, begin to divide 
“them rather than to unite them They say, 
“‘ It was declared by the angel, Therefore that holy 
“ thing, which shall be born shall be called the Son 
“ of God. (Luke i. 35.) It was therefore flesh that 
“ was born: the Son of God therefore is flesh 
« But I reply, it was spoken of the Spirit of God: 
“ for certainly the Virgin conceived of the Holy 
“ Ghost ; and what she conceived, that she brought 
“ forth: that therefore which was conceived and to 


Filio convenire, quasi qui ven- _ filius. ; 
turus est, non sit omnipotens ; > i.e. not only in substance, 
cum et filius omnipotentis tam but in person. 

omnipotens sit, quam Deus Dei 
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“ be brought forth, was born: i. e. the Spirit, from 

‘* whom also he was to have the name Emmanuel, 
“ which is, when interpreted, God with us: but 
‘‘ the flesh is not God, that of it should be said, that 
** holy thing which shall be born shall be called the 
« Son of God: but he who was born in the flesh 
“was God, of whom also the Psalm says, Since 
“ God was born in tt a man, and established tt by 
“ the will of his Father. (Ixxxvii. 5.) What God was 
“born in it ? The Word, and the Spirit, which was 
“born together with the Word, by the Will of the 
‘Father. Therefore it was the Word which was 
“in the flesh: so that we must inquire into this 
“ point, how the Word was made flesh: whether 
“by being as it were transformed in the flesh, or 
‘having put on flesh: certainly he put it on: but 
‘‘ God must be believed to be one, who cannot be 
“‘ changed and cannot be formed, as being eternal. 
« But transformation is a destruction of that which 
“‘ was before: for whatever is transformed into some- 
“ thing else ceases to be that which it was, and be- 
« gins to be what it was not. But God neither ceases 
“ to be, nor can he be any thing else. But the Word 
“ was God: and the Word of God remains for ever, 
« | mean, by continuing in its own form. If it is 
“ incapable of being transformed, it follows, that it 
“‘ must be understood to have been made flesh, by 
« having been in the flesh, and made manifest, and 
“seen, and handled by flesh for if the Word 
“ was made flesh by a transformation and change of 
‘“‘ substance, Jesus will then be one substance out of 
“two substances, a sort of mixture made of flesh 
** and spirit Jesus will therefore neither be God ; 
“ (for he, who was made flesh, ceased to be the 
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“ Word;) nor will he be flesh, i.e. man: for he - 
‘¢ who was the Word is not properly flesh. But 
‘“‘ we find him described expressly as God and man, 
‘asin this same Psalm, Since God was born in it, a 
“man &c. clearly in every way the Son of God, and 
‘Son of man, since he was God and man, without 
“ doubt differing in his proper nature according to 
“ each substance: because the Word was nothing 
“else but God, nor was the flesh any thing else but 
“man. So also the apostle teaches concerning both 
“ his substances, Who was made, he says, of the 
« seed of David: (Rom. i. 3.) this means man, and 
«Son of man, who was declared to be the Son of 
“ God according to the Spirit: this means God, 
‘¢ and the Word, the Son of God. We see the two- 
“ fold condition, not confounded, but united in one 


“ person, Jesus, God and man °.” 


© Undique enim obducti di- 
stinctione Patris et Filii, quam 
manente conjunctione disponi- 
mus, ut solis et radii, et fontis 
et fluviil, per individuum tamen 
numerum duorum et trium, ali- 
ter eam ad suam_ nihilominus 
sententiam interpretari conan- 
tur, ut aque in una persona 
utrumque distinguant, Patrem 
et Filium, dicentes Filium car- 
nem esse, id est, hominem, id 
est Jesum: Patrem autem Spi- 
ritum, id est Deum, id est Chri- 
stum. Et qui unum eundem- 
que contendunt Patrem et Fi- 
lium, jam incipiunt dividere il- 
los potius quam unare. 
Ecce, inquiunt, ab angelo pre- 
dicatum est, Propterea quod 
nascetur sanctum vocabitur Filius 
Dei. Caro itaque nata est, caro 
utique erit Filius Dei. Immo 


de Spiritu Dei dictum est. Certe 
enim de Spiritu Sancto Virgo 
concepit: et quod concepit, id 
peperit : id ergo nasci habebat, 
quod erat conceptum et pari- 
endum; id est, Spiritus, cujus 
et vocabitur nomen Emmanuel, 
quod est interpretatum, No- 
biscum Deus. Caro autem Deus 
non est, ut de illa dictum sit, 
Quod nascetur &c. sed ille qui 
in ea natus est, Deus: de quo 
et Psalmus, Quoniam Deus ho- 
mo natus est in illa, et edificavit 
eamvoluntate Patris. Quis Deus 
in ea natus? Sermo, et Spiri- 
tus, qui cum Sermone de Patris 
voluntate natus est. Igitur Ser- 
mo in carne, dum et de hoc 
querendum, quomodo Sermo 
caro sit factus: utrumne quasi 
transfiguratus in carne, an in- 
dutus carnem? Immo indutus. 
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Minucius FELix. A.D. 210. 

This writer has left so little concerning the doc- 
trinal or controversial points of Christianity, that I 
should have omitted him altogether, if he had not 
furnished one very material testimony to the fact of 
Christ being worshipped. Lardner supposes that he 
flourished about the year 210. We know scarcely 
any thing of his life, except that he was converted 
to Christianity ; and his book is a powerful exposi- 
tion of the absurdities of paganism. It is entitled 
Octavius, from its containing a Dialogue, which is 
supposed to take place between Cecilius Natalis, a 


heathen, and Octavius Januarius, a Christian. 


Mi- 


nucius Felix was present as the judge; and it ended 
in Cecilius being convinced. 


Ceterum Deum immutabilem 
et informabilem credi necesse 
est, ut eternum. Transfiguratio 
autem interemptio est pristini. 
Omne enim quodcunque trans- 
figuratur in aliud desinit esse 
quod fuerat, et incipit esse quod 
non erat. Deus autem neque 
desinit esse, neque aliud potest 
esse. Sermo autem Deus: et 
Sermo Domini manet in evum, 
perseverando scilicet in sua for- 
ma. Quem si non capit trans- 
figurari, consequens est, ut sic 
caro factus intelligatur dum fit 
in carne, et manifestatur, et vi- 
detur, et contrectatur per car- 
nem. - Si enim Sermo ex 
transfiguratione et demutatione 
substantize caro factus est, una 
jam erit substantia Jesus ex 
duabus, ex carne et spiritu 
mixtura quedam——Neque er- 
‘go Deus erit Jesus: Sermo 
enim desiit esse, qui caro factus 


est; neque caro, id est, homo: 
caro enim non proprie est, qui 
Sermo fuit Sedenim. inve- 
nimus illum directo et Deum 
et hominem expositum, ipso 
hoc Psalmo suggerente, Quo- 
niam Deus &c. certe usquequa- 
que filium Dei et filium hominis, 
cum Deum et hominem, sine du- 
bio secundum utramque substan- 
tiam in sua proprietate distan- 
tem: quia neque Sermo aliud 
quam Deus, neque caro aliud 
quam homo. Sic et apostolus 
de utraque ejus substantia do- | 
cet, Qui factus est, inquit, ex 
semine David: hic erit homo 
et filius hominis: qui definitus 
est Filius Dei secundum Spiri- 
tum: hic erit Deus et Sermo 
Dei filius. Videmus duplicem 
statum, non confusum, sed con- 
junctum in una persona, Deum 
et hominem Jesum. 
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136. Minucii Felicis Octavius, p. 280-81. 

The passage alluded to is at p. 280-81. where Oc- 
tavius is answering the old objection of the Chris- 
tians worshipping a man, who was crucified as a 
malefactor. He says, “ For as to your charging our 
“religion with a man who was a culprit, and with 
“his cross, you wander very far from the truth, 
“ when you think either that a culprit would have 
* deserved that we should believe him to be a God, 
“ or that a man of this earth could be believed to 
“ be a God. That man is indeed to be pitied, whose 
‘“‘ whole hope rests upon a mortal man: for his whole 
“ assistance is at an end when the man is extinct 4.” 

It is plain from this passage that, in the opinion 
of Minucius, the person, to whom the Gentiles ob- 
jected as a crucified malefactor, was worshipped as 
a God: neither could he have been called God, like 
one of the deified heroes of paganism: for not only 
does Minucius prove most successfully that a mortal 
man never could be a God, but he expressly says in 
the above passage, that the Christians did not rest 
their hopes on a mortal, or on a person of this earth. 
But if Christ, who confessedly was earthly, inas- 
much as he was born from an earthly parent, and 
who confessedly was subject to death, inasmuch as 
he was crucified, was yet not of this earth, and not 
a mortal man, whence could he come but from hea- 


lum cum extincto homine fini- 
tnr. Lactantius alludes to the 


( Nam quod religioni nostre 
hominem noxium et crucem 


ejus adscribitis, longe de vicinia 
veritatis erratis; qui putatis 
~ Deum credi, aut meruisse no- 
xilum, aut potuisse terrenum, 
Ne ille miserabilis, cujus in 
homine mortali spes omnis in- 
nititur: totum enim ejus auxi- 


same accusation—que velut op- 
probrium nobis objectari solet, 
quod et hominem, et ab homi- 
nibus insigni supplicio affectum 
et excruciatum colamus. Instit. 


IV. 16. p. 314. 
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ven? and what could his nature be but immortal 
and divine ? 


Hirpotytus. A.D. 220. 


This Father is generally mentioned as Hippoly- 
tus Portuensis, and he was certainly a bishop: but 
it has been disputed whether he was bishop of Por- 
tus (Porto) near the mouth of the Tyber, or of Por- 
tus Romanus, now called Adan, or Eden, in Arabia. 
The same uncertainty, which attends the name of 
his see, pervades his whole history: and it might be 
doubted, whether two or more bishops of the same 
name have not been confounded, and the works of 
the one attributed to the other. Jerome and Theo- 
doret mention Hippolytus as a martyr, and it has 
been supposed either that he suffered in the Decian 
_ persecution in 250, or in that of Maximus in 235. 
According to either of these dates, we may safely 
follow Lardner in considering him to have flourished 
about the year 220. With respect to his doctrine, 
he stands as a connecting link between Irenzeus and 
Origen; having been a disciple of the former, and 
having had Origen as one of his hearers. , 
137. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 2. vol. I. p. 5. 

Whatever doubts may be entertained concerning 
some of the works ascribed to Hippolytus, the au- 
thority of the book de Antichristo seems to be un- 
questioned. 

‘The preexistence 6f Christ, and his union with 
that Spirit, under whose influence the prophets 
wrote, are maintained in the following passage, 
where the prophets are compared to a musical in- 
strument touched and rendered vocal by the Word 
of God. “ For these Fathers, the prophets, were 
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“‘ harmonized by the prophetical Spirit, and honour- 
“ed according to their merit by the Word himself, 
** and put in tune with each other, like instruments, 
“ having the Word always in themselves like a ple- 
** ctrum, by which they were touched, and declared 
“ those things which God wished. For they did 
“ not speak of their own ability, lest they might 
«deceive; nor did they preach what they them- 
“‘ selves wished; but in the first place they had true 
“ wisdom given them by the Word And if 
we doubt what Hippolytus meant in these places by 
the Word, we find in the following chapter, that he 
meant the Son of God; “ You wish to know how 
“the Word of God, who was himself the Son of 
“ God, and long ago the Word, made revelations to 
“ the blessed prophets AG 
138. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 4. vol. 1. p. 6. 

In the following passage we see still more plainly, 
that Hippolytus not only believed in the preexist- 
ence of Christ, but that the state, in which he was 
before his human birth, was a divine state. “ The 
“ Word of God, who was not fleshly, put on the 
“ blessed. flesh from the blessed Virgin, like a bride- 
“ room wearing a garment for himself, in the suf- 
“fering of the cross; that by blending our mortal 
“ body with his own power, and uniting the cor- 
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“ ruptible to the incorruptible, and the weak to sie 
“* strong, he might save lost man 8.” | 
139. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 6. vol. I. p. 7.’ 

Hippolytus referred Jacob’s prophecy of the Lion 
of the tribe of Judah (Gen. xlix. 9. Rev. v. 5.) to 
Christ, and begins the sixth chapter with these 
words, “ Now since the Lord Jesus Christ, who is 
** God, on account of his kingly and glorious state, 
“« was spoken of before as a Lion—— ».” 

140. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 26. vol. I. p. 14. 

Hippolytus, like every other commentator ancient 
and modern, refers to Christ that magnificent de- 
scription given by Daniel of the vision of the Son 
of man, “ I saw in the night visions, and, behold, 
«one like the Son of man came with the clouds of 
« heaven, and came to the Ancient of days, and 
“ they brought him near before Him. And there 
* was given him dominion, and glory, and a king- 
“dom, that all people, nations, and languages, 
“ should serve him: his dominion is an everlast- 
«ing dominion, which shall not pass away, and 
“his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.” 
(vii. 13, 14.) We might naturally infer, that the 
prophet could not have had in his contemplation a 
mere man; and Hippolytus observes upon this pas- 
sage: “He is describing all the power which was 
*« given by the Father to the Son, who was declared 
“ to be King and Judge of all things in heaven and 
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“ in earth and under the earth: of things in heaven, 
** because he was the Word of the Father, begotten 
“ before all things; and of thing's in earth, because 
“he was born as a man amongst men, forming 
« Adam afresh of himself; and of things under the 
“earth, because he was also reckoned among the 
“ dead, and preached the Gospel to the souls of the 
“ saints, conquering death by death ‘.” 
141. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 45. vol. I. p.21, 22. 
We find the following remarkable expression con- 
cerning John the Baptist ; “« When he heard the salu- 
*“ tation of Elizabeth, he leaped in his mother’s womb, 
*“‘ rejoicing because he saw God the Word conceived 
“ in the womb of the Virgin *.” | 
142. Hippolyti de Antichristo, c. 61. vol. I. p. 30. 
In this place we have an explanation of the vision 
described in Revelations xii. The woman mentioned 
in ver. 1. is said to be the Church: and after those 
words, ver. 5. “* She brought forth a man child, who 
“ was to rule all nations with a rod of iron,” Hip- 
polytus observes, “The Church teaches all nations, 
“ while it is always bringing forth Christ the Son of 
“ God, a man child, and perfect, announced as God 
“and man: and the words, Her child was caught 
«up unto God and to His throne, mean, that he 
* who is always brought forth by her, is a heavenly 
“ King and not earthly, as David also predicted, 
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“saying, The Lord said unto my Lord’, &c.) 
Ps. cx. 1. At the end of the chapter he quotes those 
words of Malachi, (iv. 2.) “ But unto you that fear 
“my name shall the Sun of Righteousness arise 
“with healing in his wings,” which are evidently 
the words of Jehovah, (see. 111.17.) but Hippolytus 
quotes them as spoken by Christ. | 

Throughout the whole of this work Hippolytus 
quotes so largely from the book of Revelations, that 
no doubt can be entertained as to his opinion of the 
authenticity of the work. We are told indeed that he 
wrote a defence of it. The only one of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, who seems to have doubted whether 
it was written by St. John, is Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria: but he received it as canonical and of great 
antiquity. The following Fathers quote it as the 
genuine work of the apostle; Papias, Justin Martyr, 
Irenzeus, Melito, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, 
Apollonius, Hippolytus, Origen, Methodius. The in- 
stances have been given by so many writers, that I 
do not transcribe them. bonus 

143. Hippolyti contra Platonem, vol. I. p. 222. 

The following short passage may also be quoted ; 
“ For all, both righteous and unrighteous, shall be 
“ brought before God the Word ™.” 

144. Hippolyti Fragmentum, vol. 1. p. 225. 

The following passage is quoted by Gelasius 
among other testimonies which he brings from 
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writers who believed in the twofold nature of Christ. 
«“ When he came into the world, he appeared God 
“and man. It is easy to understand that he was 
* man, since he was hungry and weary, &c. But it 
“is also plain that we may see his divinity, when 
* he is praised by angels, beheld by shepherds, &c. 
“ You have seen that according to the flesh he was 
“ of David; but according to the Spirit he was of 
“God: wherefore it is proved that the same person 
“ was both God and man °”.” 
145. Hippolyti contra Beronem et Helicem, 
vol. I. p. 225. 

This treatise was written against the opinions of 
Beron and Helix, who, as we learn from Hippoly- 
tus himself, deserted the Valentinian notions, and 
adopted others still more erroneous.. They acknow- 
ledged the two natures of Christ ; but they conceived 
them to have become entirely and absolutely one; 
so that the flesh assisted in the divine operations of . 
Christ ; and his divine nature shared the sufferings 
of the human. Almost every page of this treatise 
might be quoted as asserting the divinity of Christ. 
He begins by saying, that the nature of God cannot 
be susceptible of any change whatsoever: and hence 
he argues, that the divine nature of Christ could not 
be altered by the assumption of the human nature. 

C.1. p. 226. “ Wherefore also the Word of God, 
‘“* who was truly made, as we are, a man, yet without 


» Hic procedens in mundum 
Deus et homo apparuit: et ho- 
minem quidem eum facile est 
intelligere, cum esurit, et fati- 
gatur, &c. Divinitatem vero 
ejus videre rursus clarum est, 
quando laudatur ab angelis, et 


a pastoribus inspicitur &c. Vi- 
disti quod secundum carnem 
quidem ejus ex David erat, quod 
vero secundum Spiritum, ex 
Deo: quapropter probatum est 
eundem et Deum et hominem. 
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“sin, who acted and suffered humanly, in every 
*“‘ thing that is incident to our nature, without being 
* sinful, and endured for our sakes to be circum- 
* scribed in natural flesh, did not undergo any 
“ change, (nor is it at all possible, since he is the 
*‘ same with the Father,) when he became the same 
** with our flesh on account of his divesture. But 
“as he was, when without flesh, so he continued, 
“free from all circumscription. And having per- 
*‘ formed in a divine manner through the flesh those 
“things which belong to divinity, he proved him- 
** self, by the things which he did in both ways, (I 
** mean divinely and humanly,) to be, and to be con- 
“ ceived to be, really, according to true and natural 
** existence, both God who is infinite, and man who 
** is circumscribed: having perfectly the perfect sub- 
*‘ stance of each, together with its own operation, 
i.e. its natural property: from which we know 
“that their difference always continued according 
“to their nature without any change. But this 
‘was not, as some say, by comparison®; lest we 
« should make the same person greater and less, ac- 
*« cording as he stood in the same relation to him- 
“ self, which we ought not to do: for comparisons 
“belong to things of the same nature, not to things 
“ of different natures. But that which is created is 
“in no respect compared with God the Creator of 
*‘ all things, nor finite with infinite, nor finity with 
“‘ infinity ; since they always differ from each other 
‘in every respect naturally and not comparatively ; 
‘although there be an indescribable and indissolu- 


° These heretics said, that for they were one and the 
the divine and human natures same; but they. differed only 
of Christ did not differ really, in comparison. 
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“‘ ble union of both in one substance, which altoge- 
“ ther surpasses every perception of every created 
“thing. For the divine nature, as it was before its 
“ incarnation, is also after its incarnation, by nature 
“‘ infmite, incomprehensible, impassible, incompara- 
“ ble, unchangeable, having power in itself, m a 
“ word, existing substantially, the only mexhausti- 
“ ble good ?.” No words can be stronger than these 
last. For if the divine nature of Christ be the only 
inexhaustible good, the nature of the Son must be 
the same with the nature of the Father: otherwise 
we put the divinity of the Son above that of the 


Father. 


C. 2. p. 226. “ The God of the universe therefore, 
“without undergoing change, was made man, ac- 
“ cording to the Scriptures, without sin, as he him- 
“ self knows, who is alone the natural Framer of 
“‘ what surpasses our understanding. Also by this 
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** incarnation for our salvation, he produced in the 
“ flesh the operation of his own divine nature, which 
*‘ operation was not circumscribed by the flesh on 
** account of his divesture, nor did it proceed by na- 
‘“‘ ture from the flesh, as it did from his divine na- 
“ ture; but in all the divine works, which he did 
“while incarnate, it was manifested through’ the 
“flesh. For the flesh did not change its nature, 
“and become by nature divine, when it became by 
*“ nature the flesh of that which was divine: but 
‘‘ what it was before, so it continued in nature and 
“‘ operation after it was united to the divine nature: 
“ (as the Saviour said, The Spirit indeed ts willing, 
“ but the flesh ts weak.:) in which manner he did 
*‘ and suffered what belonged to sinless flesh, and 
“ proved that for our sakes he had divested himself 
‘‘ of his divinity, which was confirmed by his mira- 
“‘ cles, and the natural sufferings of the flesh. For 
‘“‘ the God of the universe became man for this cause, 
“ that by suffering in passible flesh he might redeem 
* our whole race, which was sold unto death; and 
“ by working miracles through the flesh by his di- 
“‘ vine nature, which was impassible, he might bring 
“us to his own unmixed and blessed life-——He 
* continued therefore, though incarnate, to be by 
“nature the superinfinite God, having the power 
“‘ of operation which properly belonged to him, which 
** proceeded substantially from his divine nature, but 
*“‘ appeared incarnately in his miracles through his 


4 Matt. xxvi. 41. Hippolytus says the same thing at vol. II. p. 
considered Christ to speak these 45.: and the flesh and the spirit 
words of himself: the Spirit seem to be used in the same 
was his divine nature: the sense in 1 Pet. ii. 18. 
flesh, his human nature. He 
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“* all-blessed flesh, that he might be believed to be 
“God, working the salvation of the world through 
“ the flesh, which was by nature weak.” 

C. 3. p.227. He then endeavours to illustrate the 
manner in which Christ’s divine nature was united 
to and manifested by the human, by the example of 
the thoughts of the human mind, which are ex- 
pressed by the voice and by writing, although they 
have no natural connection with them. ‘“ As there- 
“‘ fore in our own case, (if we may liken that which 


‘‘ has no likeness at all,) the naturally rational fa- 
“culty of the mind is expressed, without being 
“ changed, by our tongue, which is corporeal: 

‘also in the miraculous incarnation of God, the 
“operation of the entire divine nature, which is 
‘omnipotent and creative of all things, is mani- 
“‘ fested by his all-blessed flesh in the divine works 
“ which he performed, continuing by nature free 
“‘ from all circumscription, although it shone through 
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* the flesh which was by nature finite. For that, 
*‘ which is by nature not created, cannot be circum- 
*‘ scribed by that which is by nature created; al- 
*‘ though the latter was united to it by an union 
“« which circumscribes all comprehension °*.” 

C. 4. p. 228. “ For the mystery of the divine in- 
*‘ carnation is distinguished by the apostles and pro- 
“‘ phets and teachers as bearing a twofold and dif- 
“ ferent aspect, since it belongs to the divine nature, 
“ which is indefectible, and gives proof of the entire 
*“ human nature. If therefore we do not acknow- 
“‘ ledge one substantial Word of one operation, never 
* in any way will the effect of both natures be un- 
“ derstood. For He, who is always by nature God, 
* becoming, as He wished, by His superinfinite 
“ power, man without sin, continues to be what He 
* was, with every thing that we conceive of God: 
‘and he also continues to be what he was made, 
“ with all that we conceive and naturally under- 
“ stand of man: always continuing in each relation 
‘‘ without departing from himself, according to his 
«divine and human operations, keeping perfect in 
‘‘ either relation his own naturally unalterable con- 
‘* dition ‘.” 
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C. 5. p. 228. “ For lately one Beron, with some 
others, leaving the fancies of Valentinus, fell into 
a worse evil, and said, that the flesh, which was 
assumed by the Word, became in consequence of 
this assumption capable of performing the same 
works as the divine nature; and that the divine 
nature, on account of the divesture of it, became 
capable of suffering like the flesh: thus making 
an alteration, and confusion, and blending, and a 
change of both into each other. For if the flesh, 
by being assumed, became capable of performing 


‘the works of the divine nature, it therefore be- 


came by nature to be God, with all that we natu- 
rally conceive of God. And if the divine nature, 
by being divested, became capable of suffering like 
the flesh, it therefore also by nature became flesh, 
with all that we can by nature understand of the 
flesh: for those things, which agree in operation 
with one another, and perform the same works, 
and are altogether kindred and subject to the 
same sufferings, do not admit of any difference of 
nature. And since their natures are confounded, 
Christ will be two: and if we divide the persons 
[of the Trinity] there will be four", which cannot 
be tolerated. And according to them how can 
Christ be one and the same, at once by nature 
both God and man? And according to them what 
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“i, e. the Father is one, the 
Son two, and the Holy Ghost 
one. 
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“ sort of existence will he have, who became man 
“‘ by a change of his divinity, and who was God by. 
‘an alteration of the flesh? For the transition of 
“ these into each other is an entire destruction of 


** both *.” 


C. 6. p. 229. “It is acknowledged as a doctrine 


of the Christian religion, that God has in himself 
an equality and identity, in nature and in opera- 
tion and in every thing else which belongs to Him, 
having none of His properties at all unequal, or 
not corresponding to Himself. 


if therefore, as 


«« Beron says, the flesh, which he assumed, acquired 
“the same natural power of operation which He 
“has, it follows that it also acquired the same na- 
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ture, which He has, with all that we conceive of 
His nature, the property of bemg without begin- 
ning, of being uncreated, of infinity, eternity, in- 
comprehensibility, and every thing of this kind, 
which theology contemplates as belonging super- 
latively to the divine nature.” It is needless to 
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point out, that Hippolytus conceived all these attri- 
butes of Divinity to belong to that nature, which 
Jesus Christ had as God. 


6¢é 


(T4 


66 


6é 


66 


66 


66 


6¢ 


66 


C. 8. p. 229. “ They fell into this error, being 
falsely persuaded, that the divine energy was the 
property of the flesh, which only appeared through 
it in the miracles: by which divine energy Christ 
keeps the universe together, being in substance 
whatever is conceived of God. But every one 
confesses as an article of religious belief, that for 
our salvation, and to bring the world to a state 
free from change, the Word, who is himself God, 
the Creator of the universe, having substantially 
united to himself an intellectual soul with a sensi- 
tive body from the all-blessed Virgin Mary, by an 
unpolluted conception without any change, became 
man, by nature free from wickedness, working by 
his divine nature, through his all-blessed flesh, the 
divine acts which did not naturally belong to the 
flesh ; and by his human nature working the hu-— 
man acts, which did not naturally belong to the 
divine nature, being capable of suffering by a 
suspension of his divinity .” 
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146. Hippolyti Homilia in Theophania, 
vol. I. p. 261, 2. 

The following passage requires no introduction. 
“ You have heard how Jesus came to John and was 
* baptized in Jordan by him. O extraordinary 
“ transaction! how was the uncircumscribable River, 
“ which delighteth the city of God, washed in a 
“little stream! How was the incomprehensible 
‘« Fountain, which giveth life to all men and hath no 
* end, covered by paltry and temporary waters! He 
*‘ that is present every where and faileth no where, 
‘* who is incomprehensible to angels and invisible to 
“man, comes to be baptized, as it pleased him. 
** When you hear this, do not understand what is 
“ written naturally, but receive the quotation with 
“ reference to the incarnation. Wherefore the Lord 
‘“‘ by the mercifulness of his condescension was not 
“ unknown to the nature of the waters in what he 
“did secretly: for the waters saw him and were 
“afraid, (Psalm cxiv. 3.) they all but retreated 
“ back and fled from their boundary. Whence the 
“‘ prophet many ages before perceived this, and 
“asked, What ailed thee, O thou sea, that thou 
“« fleddest ? and thou, Jordan, that thou wast driven 
“ back? But they answered and said, We saw the 
** Creator of all things in the form of a servant, and 
“not knowing the mystery of the incarnation, we 
‘“‘ are driven back through fear *.” 
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This secondary application of the words of Scrip- 
ture was common in the days of Hippolytus: but 
Justin Martyr seems literally to have believed that 
when Jesus went into the water, fire appeared in it. 
Dial. cum Tryph. c. 88. p. 185. 

147. Hippolyti Homil. in Theophan. cus 

. vol. I. p. 262. 

Pursuing the same subject, he makes John the 
Baptist point out the difference between himself and 
Christ. “ I am not the Christ, I am a servant, and 
“not master: I am a subject, not a king; [am a 
“ man, not God: I loosed my mother’s barrenness 


“ when I was born, I did not make her virginity 
« barren »:—-I am mean, and the least: but he com- 
“eth after me, who is before me; after me, on 
“ account of the time, but before me, on account of 
“ the inaccessible and indescribable light of his divi- 
‘“‘ nity ; I am under authority, he has authority him- 
“ self; I have the. ground for my bed, he has the 


“ heavens °.” 
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b Hippolytus probably be- 


lieved that Mary continued a 
virgin after the birth of Christ. 
He calls her demapbevoc, vol. I. 
p- 230. 
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148. ‘ge abi Ffomil. in Theophan. c. r 
vol. I. p. 263. 

The answer which Christ gives to John contains 
this remarkable assertion of his divinity—* Suffer 
“it now, John; thou art not wiser than I: thou 
“ seest as man, I foreknow as God “.” 

149. Hippolyti Homil. in Theophan. c. 7. 

‘vol. I. p. 263, 4. 

After the word spoken by the voice from Wea 
This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased, 
Hippolytus makes this remark : “ The beloved begets 
“ love, and immaterial light begets maccessible light. 
« This is my beloved Son, who appearing on earth, 
“and yet not separated from the bosom of his Fa- 
*‘ ther, appeared and did not appear This is he 
“ who is called the Son of Joseph, and my only-be- 
‘‘ gotten according to the divine substance. TZ'hes zs 
*‘ my beloved Son, who was hungry, and fed thou- 
“ sands: who’was weary, and refreshed the weary : 
‘“ who had not where to lay his head, and bore all 
“things in his hand: who suffered, and healed 
“ sufferings °,” &c. 

150. Hippolyti Homil. in Theophan. c. 10. 

vol. I. p. 264. 

He concludes the subject with an exhortation to 
baptism, and says, “ He that descends with faith to 
“ the washing of regeneration bids farewell to the 
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< evil one, and is numbered with Christ : he denies 
“the enemy, and confesses that Christ is God f.” 
This passage shews what was the meaning of that 
form of words, or profession of faith, which the cate- 
chumens repeated at baptism: when they said that 
they believed in Jesus Christ, they were understood 
to mean that they believed him to be God. It has 
often been shewn, that this is the necessary mean- 
ing of the Creed: but Hippolytus here asserts it to 
be so. 3 
151. Hippolyti Fragmentum in 1 Sam. i. 
vol. I. p. 267. 

The following fragment is imperfect at the be- 
ginning; but it seems to have contained a mention 
of the different times in which the Word had been 
revealed. “Secondly, by the prophets; as when 
“he called them by Samuel, and turned the people 
“ from serving strangers: and thirdly, when he ap- 
* peared in the flesh, having assumed the human 
* nature from the Virgin 8.” 

152. Hippolytt Fragmentum in 1 Sam. i. 
vol. I. p. 267. 

There is a fragment from the same work in which 
it is said, that the three great Jewish festivals were 
typical of some event in our Saviour’s life. “ At the 
 passover, that he might shew himself about to be 
“sacrificed as a sheep, and to be exhibited as the 
“true Passover; as the apostle says, Christ who is 
“ God our Passover is sacrificed for us,” 1Cor. v.7. 
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According to our present copies, St. Paul merely 
says, Christ our Passover: but Hippolytus quotes 
Xpicros 6 cts, Christ who is God. Chrysostom also 
reads 6 Qos, and there is other authority for it. 
153. Hippolyit Kragmentum in Psalm. ii. 
vol. I. p. 268. 
“ When he came into the world, he was mani- 
* fested as God and man?.” After which the dif- 
ferent facts are mentioned which prove his divine 
and human nature. 
154. Hippolyti Fragmentum in Psalm. xxiii. 1. 
vol. I. p. 268. 
“ The Saviour himself was the ark made of in- 
“‘ corruptible wood: for his incorruptible and im- 
*‘ perishable tabernacle was thus signified, which 
produces no corruption of sin: for the sinner 
*‘ makes confession and says, My wounds stink and 
‘are corrupt because of my foolishness. (Psalm 
“ xxxvill. 5.) But the Lord was without sin, of in- 
“ corruptible wood in his human natute, i. e. of the 
* Virgin and the Holy Spirit within, and without 
‘the Word of God, covered as it were with the 
“ purest gold.” 
155. Hippolyti Fragmentum in Psalm. xxiv. 7. 
vol. I. p. 268. 
That sublime passage of the Psalmist, L2f/t up 
your heads, &c. which is unquestionably addressed 
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to God Almighty, is referred by Hippolytus to Christ. 
“ He comes to the heavenly gates; angels accom- 
“ pany him; and the gates of heaven are closed: for 
“he is not yet ascended into heaven. He appears 
‘“‘ now for the first time to the heavenly powers a 
“‘ fleshly body ascending. It is said therefore to 
“‘ these powers, the angels who run before the Sa- 
“viour and Lord, Lift up your gates, ye rulers, 
“and be ye lift up, ye everlasting doors, and the 
« King of Glory shall come in*.” The King of 
Glory is evidently Christ. Compare Justin Martyr, 
p. 38. N°. 26. 
156. Hippolyti Fragmentum in Daniel. et 
Susan. vol. I. p. 277. 

This is a commentary upon the history of Su- 
sanna: and at the 35th verse, And she weeping, 
&c. Hippolytus remarks, “ For by her tears she 
“ drew down the Word from heaven, who by his 
*‘ tears was to raise up Lazarus when dead!.” Hip- 
polytus must. therefore have believed that Jesus was 
in heaven at this time, which was nearly 600 years 
before his incarnation. : ! 

157. Hippolyti Fragmentum, vol. 1. p. 281. 

This is a fragment from a Homily upon the para- 
ble of the Talents, Matt. xxv. 14. in which the per- 
son who received one talent seems to have been 
compared to certain heretics. “One might. say, 
“that these persons and heretics resembled each 
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*“ other, being alike in error: for the latter either 
* think that Christ came into life a mere man, de- 
“‘ nying the talent of his divinity: or they acknow- 
*“‘ ledge him to be God, but deny his human nature ; 
“teaching that he deceived the eyes of those who 
*‘ saw him, appearing as a man, though having no 
** human nature, but that he was rather a sort of 
‘** phantastic delusion ; such as Marcion and Valen- 
“‘tinus and the Gmostics, who by separating the 
“Word from the flesh reject the one talent, the 
*‘ human nature ™.” 
158. Hippolyti Fragmentum in Prov. ix. 1. 
vol. I. p. 282. 

The first verse of this chapter is Wisdom hath 
builded her house ; wpon which he says, “ Christ, 
“the Wisdom and Power of God and the Father, 
“‘ hath builded himself an house, the incarnation 
“ from the Virgin.” 

In the second verse we read, She hath mingled 
her wine: upon which we find, “ The Saviour hav- 
“ ing united his divine nature to the Virgin by the 
‘* flesh like unmixed wine, was born of her without 
“ mixture God and man*.” 
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159. Hippolyti Demonstratio contra Jud@os, 
c. 7. vol. II. p. 4. 

This book was written to convince the Jews of their 
blindness in rejecting Jesus as the Messiah. At 
p. 117. I have given quotations from the second and 
fourth chapters: and in this place Hippolytus makes 
use of the very just argument, that since the last 
punishment of the Jews was far greater than any 
former one, we may infer that their crime was 
greater, and this was that they crucified the Lord 
of Life. Hippolytus asks, “ Why was the temple 
* destroyed ? Was it for the making of the calf in 
“‘ days of old? Was it for the idolatry of the people ? 
* Was it for the blood of the prophets ? Was it for 
“ the adulteries and fornications of Israel? By no 
“means: for they always obtained pardon and 
“mercy for all those things: but it was because 
“ they killed the Son of their Benefactor ; for it is 
“‘ he, who is coeternal with the Father °.” | 

If the Son were simply called aids, eternal, it 
might be said, that he was so prospectively but not 
retrospectively, as we say that the souls of men are 
immortal, because they will never have an end after 
they have once had a beginning: but when the Son 
is said to be coeternal with the Father, we must 
understand that the Son is eternal in the same sense 
as the Father is, or in the language of the schools, 
a parte ante, as well as a parte post. 

160. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 2. vol. II. p. 7. 

This work was written against Noétus,who adopted 
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the Patripassian heresy, and conceived the Father 
and the Son to be actually and numerically one, so 
that it was the Father who was born of the Virgin, 
and who died upon the cross. We may observe of 
this heresy, that its existence is a strong proof, that 
the divinity of Christ was a fixed article of belief in 
those days. The Patripassians, in common with the 
catholic church, believed that Jesus Christ was God, 
and that -he was one with the Father: but their 
conviction of this doctrine led them into the Sabel- 
lian error of confounding the persons, and even be- 
yond it. ; 

That Noetus fully believed in the divinity of 
Christ, is evident from the reasoning by which he 
and his followers thought to support their doctrine. 
They first quoted texts to prove the unity of God, 
such as Exod. iii. 6. xx. 3. Isaiah xliv. 6. xlv. 5: 
after which they said, “ If therefore I acknowledge 
«“ Christ to be God, he must be the Father; for if 
*‘ Christ is God, and yet suffered, being himself God, 
‘“‘ therefore the Father suffered, for he was the Fa- 
“ ther?.” Again, “ For Christ was God, and suf- 
“fered for us, being himself the Father, that he 
“ might save us. Neither, as they say, can we rea- 
“son in any other way; for the apostle acknow- 
“ledges one God, when he says, Whose are the 
« fathers, of whom Christ came according to the 
« flesh, who is over all, God blessed for ever 4.” 
I have already quoted this passage in part at p. 80. 
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where I observed, that Hippolytus agreed with Noé- 
tus in giving to these words of St. Paul the sense 
which they bear in our English version, and he adds, 
“ He who is over all is God, for he says boldly, AM 
“ things are delivered unto me by the Father, 
© (Matt. xi. 27.) God who is over all is blessed, and 
*‘ having become man is God for ever: for thus John 
“ also said, which is, and which was, and which ts to 
“ come, God Almighty. (Rev. i. 8.) Heli is raat in 
“ calling Christ Almighty '.” 
161. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 3. vol. II. p. 7. 
Hippolytus then shews that though the church 
held a plurality of persons in the Godhead, it be- 
lieved in the unity of God: “ For who will not say, 
“ that there is one God? but then he will not deny 
*‘ the incarnation’:” and he explains what he means 
by the encarnation, cixovopiat at p. 9. “This Word 
“ was truly the mystery of incarnation from the 
“ Holy Ghost and from the Virgin".” The same 
also is said in the following passage. 
162. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 4. vol. II. p.8. 
Noétus had quoted Isaiah xlv. 14. “ Surely God 
“7s in thee, and there is none else; there is no 
‘“ God:” from which declaration of the unity of 
God he argued that Christ was the Father. Hippo- 
lytus quotes the whole passage from ver. 11 to 15; 
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and then says, “ The words are, Surely God is in 
*“‘ thee: but in whom is God, except in Christ Jesus, 
“‘ the paternal Word, and the mystery of the Incar- 
“ nation ? and by the words, God 1s in thee, he 
*‘ shewed the mystery of the incarnation, that by 
“the Word becoming flesh and being made man, 
‘“ the Father was in the- Son, and the Son in the 
“ Father, it being the Son who lived among men*.” 
163. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 4. vol. II. p. 9. 

Having quoted the words of St.John, iii. 13. “ No 
«man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that 
« came down from heaven, even the Son of man, 
« which 1s in heaven,” he asks, ‘“* Will Noétus say, © 
“that the flesh was in heaven? The flesh, which 
“was of the Spirit and the Virgin, which was 
© offered as a gift by the paternal Word, is the per- 
“fect Son of God. It is plain therefore, that he 
“ offered himself to the Father. But before this the 
‘< flesh was not in heaven; who then was in heaven, 
‘‘ but the Word without flesh, who was sent to'shew 
‘“‘ that while he was upon earth he was also in hea- 
“ven y?” | 

That Christ was in heaven, while he was upon 
earth, seems to be declared by the words of St. John 
above quoted. °O dy & 1 ctpavd can hardly have 
any other meaning. | 
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164. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 8. vol. II. p.12. 
After many arguments to refute the doctrine of 
Noétus, Hippolytus thus concludes; ‘“ He is com- 
“ pelled therefore, though unwillingly, to confess the 
“ Father God Almighty, and Christ Jesus the Son 
“ of God, who is God made man, to whom the Fa- 
“ ther hath subjected all things, except Himself and 
“the Holy Ghost, and that these are in this man- 
“ner three. But tf he wish to learn, how there is 
“ said to be one God, let him know, that His essence 
is one, and as to essence there is one God; but 
‘“ with reference to the incarnation, the manifesta- 
* tion of Him is threefold *.” 
165. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 11. vol. II. p.13. 
Having shewn, that there is only one God, and 
yet that His Son was always present with Him, he 
says, “And thus there was another present with 
“ Him. But when I speak of another, I do not 
“mean that there are two Gods, but I speak of him, 
“as light from light, or as water from a fountain, 
“ or as a ray from the sun: for the essence is one, 
‘‘ that which is of the whole, and the whole is the 
“ Father, from whom is the essential Word 3.” 
166. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 12. vol. II. p. 14. 
The manner in which Hippolytus quotes Isaiah 
Ixv. 1. and applies it to Christ, shews that he be- 
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lieved the Father and the Son to be one God. Hav- 
ing said, that it was Christ who inspired the pro- 
phets, he remarks, “ The Word, who was with the 
*‘ prophets, spoke concerning himself: for he was 
*‘ then the herald of himself, shewing that the Word 
“was to appear amongst men; for which cause he 
“used this exclamation, I am seen of them that 
‘ asked not for me, I am found of them that sought 
“me not. But who is it that was seen, but the 
‘ Word of the Father, whom the Father sent, and 
“ shewed to men His own power ? ?” 
167. Hippolytt contra Noétum, c. 13. vol. II. p.15. 
He also quotes Jer. xxiii. 18. which according to 
his own translation would be, “ Who hath stood in 
* the substance of the Lord, and hath seen His 
“ Word‘?” upon which he observes, “ The Word 
“‘ of God is the only word which is visible: the word 
“of man is audible. When he speaks of seeing 
“ the Word, I must believe that he, who was sent, 
“was visible. Nor was this any other than the 
“ Word. But that he was sent, Peter bears wit- 
‘“ ness, who said to the centurion Cornelius, God 
“ hath sent His Word to the children of Israel, 
“ by the preaching of Jesus Christ: he is God the 
“« Lord of all4.” (Acts x. 36.) 
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I have quoted this passage for the sake of re- 
marking two things: 1. that in the citation from 
the Acts Hippolytus understood the Word in the 
sense in which St. John speaks of the Logos, as 
Jesus Christ®: and 2. that he inserts the word God, 
which is not in our copies of the Acts, where we 
only read, he is Lord of all. , 
168. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c. 17. vol. II. 

p- 18, 19. 

“ Let us then believe according to the tradition 
“of the apostles, that God the Word came down 
“‘ from heaven to the holy Virgin Mary, that being 
“ incarnate of her, and assuming the human, I mean, 
the reasonable soul, being made every thing that 
‘‘man is without sin, he might save him that had 
“ fallen, and might give immortality to men who 
*‘ believe in his name. We have therefore entirely 
‘¢ demonstrated the Word of truth, that the Father 
“‘ is one, whose Word is present with Him, by whom 
He made all things: whom in later times, as we 
said above, the -Father sent for the salvation of 
man. He was declared by the law and the prophets 
“as about to come into the world. In the same 
“ manner therefore that he was declared, in this he 
‘also came and manifested himself of the Virgin 
‘and the Holy Ghost, being made a new man, hav- 
ing the heavenly part, which belonged to his Fa- 
“ ther, as the Word, and the earthly part, as of the 
“old Adam, being incarnate of the Virgin. He © 
“came into the world, and was manifested God in 
“the body, coming as perfect man: for he was 


© The same has been thought 1.2. Heb. iv. 12. &c. See Wa- 
by some commentators concern- terland, II. p. 154. 
ing the Word mentioned in Luke 
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“ made man, not by delusion or aby suffering any 
“ change, but really '.” 
169. Hippolyti contra Noétum, c.18. vol. II. p. 19. 
“So also he does not refuse his human properties, 
*‘ though proved to be God, when he is hungry and 
“ weary and when he sleeps upon a pillow, who 
“by nature requires no sleep, as being God; and 
‘“‘ prays for the cup of suffering to pass away, who 
“ for this very cause came into the world and is 
‘ strengthened by an angel, who strengthens them 
“ that believe on him--——and is betrayed by Judas, 
“ who knew Judas what he was: and is insulted by 
** Caiaphas, who before was honoured by him_as 
“ God: and he is set at nought by Herod, who is 
“to judge all the earth and he is mocked by 
“ the soldiers, who has thousands of thousands and 
** myriads of myriads of angels and archangels stand- 
“ing by him: and he is fixed by the Jews to a cross, 
“ who fixed the heaven like a chamber: (Isaiah x]. _ 
** 22.) and crying to the Father, he commends his 
‘“‘ Spirit, who is inseparable from the Father; and 
“ bowing his head gives up the Ghost, who said, Z 
“ have power to lay down my life and have power 
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“to take it again. (John x. 18.) This is God, 
“who was made man for our sakes, to whom the 
“Father hath subjected all things. (1 Cor. xv. 
“6 Q7ee") 
170. Hippolyti e Comment. in Genesin, vol. II. 
p- 24. 

Speaking of the death of Christ, he says, “ He did 
“ not become subject to death", but although he was - 
“ among the dead like a man, he continued to live 
‘‘ by the nature of the Godhead and the Son is 
“the Lord of Hosts, who did no sin, but rather 
“ offered himself for us as a sweet-smelling savour 
“to God and the Father'.” This expression of 
Lord of Hosts, as applied to the Son, is very re- 
markable; and the more so, when we find Hippoly-— 
tus in other places expressly referring it to God the 
Father; as at p.28. “ But their bows were broken, 
“and the nerves of their arms were loosed by the 
“ hand of the mighty one of Jacob, i. e. of God and 


‘ the Father, who is Lord of Hosts.” 
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member also that Tertullian mentioned Lord of 
Hosts as one of the titles which belong to the Son: 
see p. 214. No. 134. 
171. Hippolyti e Comment. in Gen. vol. II. 
p. 27, 8. 

This is a commentary upon that part of Jacob’s 
prophecy which concerns the tribe of Dan, Gen. 
xlix. 16. &c.; and having explained the latter part 
of the 17th verse to relate to the death of Christ, he 
says, “ But although the rider fell, having volun- 
“ tarily endured the death of the flesh, yet he will 
“ be restored to life, taking the Father as an assist- 
“ant and support. For the Son, being the power of 
“ God and the Father, restored his own temple to life. 
‘“‘ Thus he is said to have been saved by the Father, 
“ having been in danger as a man, although by na- 
“ ture he is God, and himself keeps together in good 
“‘ order the whole visible and invisible creation. 
“ Thus St. Paul understood and said of him, Though 
“he was crucified through weakness, yet he liveth 
by the power of God*.” (2 Cor. xiii. 4.) It ap- 
pears that Hippolytus interpreted the power of God 
in this passage to mean the divine power which was 
inherent in Christ. It was the weakness of his hu- 
man nature, which caused him to suffer death: it 
was the power of the divine nature, which caused 
him to rise again. This interpretation is confirmed 
by the following passage. 
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172. Hippolyti e Comment. in Gen. vol. II. p. 28. 

* For although he endured the cross, he lived 
“ again, as being God, having trampled upon death!” 
Another extract from the Commentary of Hippolytus 
upon Genesis has been already given at p. 107. and 
Grabe in his notes to bishop Bull’s Defence of the 
Nicene Faith, (sect. II. c. 8. §. 2.) adds the following 
fragment, which was not published by Fabricius. It 
is upon Gen. xlix. 26. where the LXX read, The 
blessings of thy Father and thy Mother; upon 
which Hippolytus observes, “ It is quite evident that 
« by this is intended the generation of the only-be- 
“ gotten from God and the Father, and that from 
“ the blessed Virgin, according to which he is con- 
“< ceived to be, and appeared as, a man. For being 
‘‘ by nature and in truth Son of God and the Fa- 
‘ ther, he endured for our sakes to be born of a 
“ woman ™.” 

173. Hippolyti e Comment. in Gen. vol. II. 

p. 30. 

“ The most illustrious of the Fathers, and those 
‘‘ who arrived at the very extremity of virtue, were 
“‘ behind the glory of Christ. For they were serv- 
“ants: but the Lord, who was the Son, supplied 
“them with all by which they became illustrious. 
“‘ Therefore also they say, Of his fulness have all 
* we recewed*.” 
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174. Hippolyti Fragmentum, vol. II. p. 32. 

The following passage is quoted, as containing the 
words of Hippolytus, by John of Antioch, who lived 
in the tenth century. “ The Virgin, when she 
* brought forth a body, brought forth also the Word, 
‘and therefore is mother of God: the Jews also, 
‘‘ when they crucified a body, crucified God the 
“ Word; nor does any distinction between the Word 
“ and the human body occur in the Scriptures: but 
“ he is one nature, one person, one hypostasis, one 
* operation, the Word who was God, the Word who 
‘was man, as in truth he was®.” This is said to 
be taken from a work of Hippolytus written against 
those who attack the incarnation of the Word of 
God on account of his consubstantiality with the 
Father ;. and was evidently directed against the he- 
_ resy of Valentinus and others, who considered Jesus 
and Christ to be two separate persons; or in other 
words, that the human nature was not united to the 
divine, but that both continued distinct. 

There is another fragment, said to be taken from 
a treatise of Hippolytus upon the union of the body 
of Christ with his divinity, in which it is said that 
« he who was created was by this union uncreated ; 
“ and that he, who was uncreated, by the same union _ 
*« became created; since there is one nature composed 
** of those two entire parts P.” 


° Virgo, cum peperit corpus, suppositum unum, operatio una: 


Verbum quoque peperit, et id- 
circo est Deipara: Judzi quo- 
que cum crucifixerunt corpus, 
erucifixerunt Deum Verbum: 
neque distinctio ulla inter Ver- 
bum et corpus hominis occurrit 
in divinis Scripturis: sed ipse 
est natura una, persona una, 


Verbum Deus, Verbum homo, 
quemadmodum erat. 

P illum, qui creatus est, 
increatum esse per unionem : et 
illum increatum per eandem 
unionem creatum fierl, quando- 
quidem natura una ex duabus il- 
lis integris partibus constat. 
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There is also another fragment, quoted from a let- 
ter of Hippolytus to Dionysius bishop of Cyprus: 
and the same passage may be found in a letter said 
to be written by Julius, bishop of Rome, to Diony- 
sius of Alexandria. But there is reason to think, 
that the letter was really written by Apollinarius ; 
and the doctrine contained in it is not that of the . 
catholic church 4. 

175. Hippolyti Fragmentum, vol. II. p. 45. 

Leontius of Byzantium has preserved the following 
fragment as written by Hippolytus upon the prophe- 
cies of Balaam: “but that he might be proved to 
** contain both in himself, the substance of God and 
‘‘ the substance of man; as the apostle also says, 4 
« mediator between God and men, the man Christ 
« Jesus. (1 Tim. ii. 5.) But a mediator is not of 
“ one (Gal. iii. 20.) man, but of two. It was neces- 
“‘ sary therefore that Christ who became a mediator 
“ between God and man, should receive a kind of 
« pledge from both, that he might appear a mediator 
““ between two persons *.” Compare Irenzeus N°. 58. 
p. 86. and Cyprian N°. 283. 

176. Hippolyti F'ragmentum, vol. II. p. 45. 

The following is taken from a work of his upon 
Easter. “ He was entire to all persons and in all 
‘“‘ places; and he who filled all space divested him- 
“‘ self, and contended against all the powers of the 
“air, and all but cries out that the cup may pass 


4 See the edition of the works 
of Dionysius of Alexandria, p. 
297. 
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_ © away, that he might truly shew that he was a man; 
“* but remembering also the reason for which he was 
sent, he cries out, Mather, not my will: the Spirit 
“7s willing, but the flesh is weak’.” See note at 
p. 229. 

ORIGEN. A. D. 240. 

Origen was born in Egypt about the year 185, and 
before he attained his seventeenth year, his father 
Leonides suffered martyrdom. He was a scholar of 
Clement of Alexandria, and we are also informed 
that he had been a hearer of Hippolytus. At the 
age of eighteen he was himself appointed to preside 
in the catechetical school of Alexandria, and Diony- 
sius, who was afterwards bishop of that see, was one 
of his pupils. He was not ordained till the year 
228, when he was forty-three years of age. In 231 
he left Alexandria, and went to Czesarea, where he 
was received with great attention and admiration. 
The Homilies which passed under his name, amount- 
ed to a thousand: and the number is more astonish- 
ing, because he did not suffer his discourses to be 
taken down in writing till he was sixty years of age. 
It was about this time, that he composed his work 
against Celsus, which is one of the soberest and most 
valuable of all his writings, and has come down to 
us entire. All his works together are said to have 
amounted to the incredible number of 6000 volumes ; 
but we are probably to understand by volumes the 
books or parts into which his works were divided. 
It was either his unwearied labour in reading and 
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composing, or the great strength of his reasoning, 
which gained him: the title of ddamantius, or In- 
vincible. He is said to have suffered considerably 
in the Decian persecution in 250, and to have died 
at Tyre in the year 255 at the age of seventy. 

Of his numerous works, not many have come down 
to us in their original language. Some which have 
perished are preserved in a Latin translation exe- 
cuted by Rufinus towards the end of the fourth cen- 
tury: but the accuracy and fidelity of these trans- 
lations have been questioned, and apparently not 
without reason. 

It is not the object of the present work to enter 
into a minute investigation of Origen’s tenets. Both 
in ancient and modern times he has had many ac- 
cusers and defenders: not only has he been charged 
with holding visionary and unfounded opinions con- 
cerning the preexistence of the soul, the resurrection 
of the body, the nature of angels, &c. &c. &c. but 
his faith concerning the Trinity, and the divinity of 
the Son has often been called in question; and the 
Arians have laid claim to the high authority of Ori- 
gen as supporting their own doctrines. If Origen 
was really heterodox upon these fundamental articles 
of Christianity, it is scarcely possible, but that some 
traces of it would be found in his existing writings. 
I can only say, that after a careful perusal of all of 
them, I cannot point out any passage, which when 
taken in conjunction with the tenor of his writings 
would lead me to conclude, that Origen was an 
Arian. | 

We must remember, that he wrote before the 
great controversies concerning the Trinity had dis- 
‘tracted the Christian church. The curious and pre- 
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sumptuous speculations of the unlearned or unstable 
had not yet caused the meanings of words to be de- 
fined with that scrupulous precision, which the sub- 
tlety of opposing sects afterwards made necessary : 
and Origen, in his voluminous writings, many of 
which, be it remembered, were taken down from his 
own copious and unpremeditated delivery, may have 
“used terms in a sense, which the catholic church a 
few years afterwards excluded them from bearing, 
and anathematized as heterodox. But we must 
judge of Origen, as of every author, from the whole 
tenor of his writings, and not from particular parts 
of them, or from single words. Thus Origen may 
have fully believed in the consubstantiality of the 
Son, and ‘in his eternal coexistence with the Father ; 
and yet he may have spoken of the Son as in some 
sense inferior to the Father; a doctrine, which, as 
bishop Bull has plainly and unanswerably shewn, 
has been held by the catholic church from the days 
of the apostles to our own. 

But it is not fair to argue, because nice, speaks 
of the Son as inferior to the Father, that he there- 
fore believed him to be created, or that he did not 
believe him to have existed from all eternity. We 
must take Origen’s doctrine in Origen’s own words ; 
and if any of his expressions seem opposed to each 
other and incompatible, we must see which of them 
contains a sense, which cannot be mistaken; and if 
one of them admits of different interpretations, we 
must decide which is correct by observing the mean- 
ing of the other expression which is simple and un- 
equivocal. ‘Thus if Origen says that the Son was 
begotten of the Father, we must see that when he 

s 


258 . _ ORIGEN, A.D. 240. 


says he was produced, («jeinfrdss) he did not mean that 
he was created, like the objects of this material 
world, but that he derived his origin from the Fa- 
ther; a doctrine, which is perfectly scriptural and 
sound. 

So also when we find him saying that the Son is 
of one substance with the Father, and that he is by 
nature very and eternal God, we must see that any 
expression, which marks the inferiority of the Son, 
cannot mean an inferiority of nature. If we try the 
tenets of Origen by this test, i. e. if we make his ex- 
pressions, which admit of no doubt, explain those 
which may receive two interpretations, I have no hesi- 
tation in saying, that we shall have no reason what- 
ever for questioning his orthodoxy. Upon this sub- 
ject I have satisfaction in fully subscribing to the 
sentiments of bishop Bull: not as presuming to have 
come to my conclusion by an equal acquaintance 
with the subject, but venturing to express my own 
conviction with more confidence, when I find that 
the extensive reading and judicious reflection of that 
great man led him to pronounce the same favourable 
opinion concerning this calumniated Father. See Bull 
Defens. sect. II. c. 9. §. 22.¢ 

Having said this, I must explain myself as refer- 
ring only to the doctrine which Origen held con- 
cerning the Trinity, and the divinity of the Son. 
His opinions upon other subjects have no connection 
with the present discussion. 


t See also Waterland, IV. tury, had not disapproved of 
p. 322. &c. where he shews Origen’s doctrine concerning 
that the most learned writers, the Trinity. 
till the end of the fourth cen- 
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Of all the works which Origen wrote, there were 
none which brought upon him more abuse for the 
heterodox notions which they contained, than the 
treatise De Principis". It was said particularly 
to convey blasphemous opinions concerning the se- 
cond and third persons of the Trinity. Didymus * 
defended Origen from these charges, and contended 
that the doctrines contained in this treatise differed 
entirely from the Arian notions. Rufinus also de- 
fended Origen, but in a different way: he acknow- 
ledged the existence of the offensive passages, but 
contended that they were interpolations. 

The original work was written before the year 
231, when Origen left Alexandria’, and has long 
since perished, except a few fragments, which have 
been preserved by later writers. In the year 398, 
Rufinus undertook to translate the whole into La- 
tin; and his version has come down to us entire. 
But it seems quite certain, that we must not receive 
it as giving us the genuine sentiments of Origen. 
Rufinus himself says in his preface, that if he found 
any thing which contradicted the opinions expressed 
by Origen in other works, he did not preserve it ; 
and particularly, if he met with any thing which 
opposed what Origen had written elsewhere con- 
cerning the Trinity, he omitted it as spurious: or if 
the concise manner of Origen had made any of his 
expressions obscure, they were rendered plainer in 
the translation by the addition of passages taken 
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from other works of the author himself: but Rufinus 
asserts, that he introduced nothing of his own: 
Jerom positively denies this latter statement, and 
mentions instances where Rufinus had not only 
softened down the offensive doctrines of Origen, but 
had actually interpolated sentiments of his own. 

The Latin translation of Rufinus certainly con- 
tains many passages, which directly contradict the 
Arian doctrines; and though there are some expres- 
sions, which seem rather to lower the divinity of 
the Son, they may perhaps be all explained so as to 
agree with the catholic tenets. This very circum- 
stance confirms the charge brought by Jerom against 
Rufinus, that he suppressed many passages which 
would have been thought heretical : for it can hardly 
be doubted, after the evidence which has been ad- 
duced, but that Origen’s own work did contain ex- 
pressions which appeared not to be orthodox. To 
which it may be added, that wherever any frag- 
ments of the original Greek have been preserved, 
they differ considerably from the version of prergorm 
the latter being much more diffuse. 

Jerom himself also made a translation of the whole 
work, and he tells us that it was strictly literal, 
preserving even the heretical opinions of Origen. 
This too, whatever portions of it have been pre- 
served, differs very much from the version of Ru- 
finus. 

This being the case, it is not safe to quote any 
passage from the Latin translation, as supporting 
the doctrine which I am endeavouring to establish. 
I shall therefore only mention, that such passages 
may be found in pref. ad lib. I. §. 4. p.48. I. 1. 8. 
p. 53° 1.'2. Fe p.S8icib. §. Qe ib. .§.3) ibs §o Op ey, 


ORIGEN, A.D. 240. 261 


ib. §. 10. p. 58. I. 3. 1. p. 60. II. 6. 1, 2, 3, 6. 
p-. 89, &c. and at III. 2. 4. p. 140. St. Paul’s words 
KATH THS yuorews tov Ocov (2 Cor. x. 5.) are translated, 
adversus scientiam Christe. 

There are however two passages, which have been 
preserved in the original Greek, which seem de- 
cidedly to support the divinity of Christ. | 

177. Origenis de Principus, 1. IV. c. 1. §. 2. 

vol. I. p. 158. 

Having mentioned some passages in which Christ 
foretold the persecutions, which the Christians would 
meet with, he says, “ That he spoke at random 
“when he uttered these sayings, so that they were 
“not true, perhaps appeared probable at the time: 
“ but when the things, which were spoken with 
“ such authority, came to pass, they prove. that 
“ God truly took our nature upon Him, and deli- 
“‘ vered doctrines of salvation to men 2.” 

178. Origenis de Princip. |. IV. c. ult. §. 28. 

vol. I. p. 189, 90. 

*« It is time to recapitulate concerning the Father 
“and Son and Holy Ghost, and to go over a few 
“ things which were then omitted: concerning the 
« Father, that being incapable of division and parti- 
“ tion he is yet Father of a Son, not emitting him, 
“as some think : for if the Son is an emission of the 
*« Father, and if the Father begets of himself like 
« the generation of animals, it follows that both He, 
“ who emits, and he, who is emitted, is corporeal *.” 
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This last passage will at least shew, that Origen 
could not have conceived Christ to have been a mere 
man: he certainly held that the Son was begotten 
of the Father, not that he was a man adopted by 
God: and when he mentions the corporeal nature 
of Christ as a conclusion which proved the absurdity 
of the reasoning which led to it, he must have 
thought that the true nature of Christ was spiritual. 
Either of these notions must lead to the divinity of 
Christ. 
179. Origenis Exhortatio ad Martyrium, §. 9. 
vol. I. p. 280. 

Origen wrote this treatise during the persecution 
of Maximus; and his object was to excite his bre- 
thren to stand firm to the Gospel, even if they were 
persecuted unto death. In the followimg passage 
he reminds them of the threats which God had given 
of His jealous anger against idolatry, and says, “ Like 
“as a husband urging his wife to live discreetly, 
“ devoting herself entirely to her husband, and in 
“ every way guarding against submitting herself to 
* any one else except her husband, although he is a 
‘*‘ sensible man, yet would shew jealousy, using such 
‘a semblance like a medicine towards his wife: so 
“our legislator, especially if he seem to be the jirst- 
“ born of every creature, says to the soul, which is 
“ his wife, that he is a jealous God, drawing off his 
“ hearers from all fornication with devils and those 
“ who are thought to be gods; and like God when 
“ thus jealous, says of those who go after any strange 
“gods whatsoever, They have moved me to jea- 
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“lousy with that which is not God,” &c. (Deut. 
xxxii. 21 >.) 

This passage is remarkable, as sdendivine the Son 
with the Father: it expressly calls the former God ; 
and represents him as uttering words, which were 
evidently spoken by God the Father. If Christ were 
a mere man, it would not have been his office, after 
his death, to prevent idolatry : on the contrary, the 
worship of Christ would itself have been an iain 
donment of the one true God. 

180. Origenis Exhort. ad Mart. §. 14. 
vol. I. p. 283. 

It may be mentioned, that at Matt. xix. 28. in- 
stead of, “ When the Son of man shall sit in the 
“throne,” &c. Origen reads, “ When God shall 
‘“‘ sit.” Since no MS. has this reading, it is proba- 
ble that Origen quoted from memory. But the 
substituted word would hardly have presented itself 
to Origen, if he had not been in the habit of con- 
sidering the terms Son of man and God as synony- 
mous. i 3 

181. Origenis contra Celsum 1. I. §. 56. 
vol. I. p. 371. 

There is no need in this place to give any account 
of Origen’s celebrated work against Celsus, except 
that some writers have supposed it to have been 
composed in the year 243, and others a few years 
later. Neither does the first quotation which I 
make from it require any introduction or comment. 
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It has escaped Celsus and his friend the Jew, and 


all who do not believe in Jesus, that the prophecies 


speak of two advents of Christ: the first, par- 
taking of human feelings and humble, that Christ 
being with men might teach the way which leads 
to God The other, glorious and merely divine, 
having nothing of human feelings mixed with the 
divinity. To quote these prophecies would be 
tedious, and for the present that passage from the 
45th Psalm is sufficient in which he is plainly 
declared to be God in these words, Grace is poured 
into thy lips, therefore God hath blessed thee for 
ever,” &c. &c. ver. 2-5. “ and attend carefully to 
what follows, where he is called God. For he 
says, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: 
the sceptre of thy kingdom, &c. 6,'7. and observe, 
that the prophet addressing God, whose throne is 
for ever and ever, and the sceptre of his kingdom 
a sceptre of righteousness, this God, he says, was 
anointed by God, who was his God —— I re- 
member pressing the Jew, who was thought clever, 
very hard by this passage; and being perplexed 
by it, he said, as might be expected from his Jew- 
ish notions, that the words, Thy throne, O God, 
ws for ever and ever: the sceptre &c. were ad- 


dressed to the God of the universe; and the other 


words, Thou hast loved righteousness and hated 
iniquity, therefore, &c. to Christ °.” 
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182. Origenis c. Celsum, |. I. §. 60. vol. I. p. 375. 
I have already given at p. 74. the first part of the 
following quotation concerning the offerings of the 
wise men: “ They came bringing presents, which, 
“‘if I may so say, they offered as symbolical to one 
‘‘ who was compounded of God and mortal man; 
“ gold, as to a king; myrrh as to one who was to 
“die; and incense, as to God: they offered these, 
“ when they learnt the place of his birth: but since 
“ the incarnate Saviour of mankind, who was supe- 
“rior to the angels, that assist men, was God, an 
“ angel repaid the piety of the wise men in worship- 
“ ping Jesus, by warning them 4 &c.” 
183. Origents c. Celsum, |. I. §. 66. vol. I. p. 380. 
We may form some opinion as to what was the 
received doctrine concerning Christ’s divinity in 
those days, by observing what Celsus himself under- 
stood of the Christian tenets: and it does not ad- 
mit of a doubt, but that Celsus was fully persuaded 
that the Christians looked upon Christ as God. 
The passages which Origen quotes from Celsus, and 
which prove this, need not be transcribed at length; 
and some of them will be found in the quotations 
which follow. They occur in lib. I. §. 66. II. §. 9, 
18, 20. IV. §. 3. VII. §. 53. In all these pas- 
sages, and in many more, Celsus speaks of Christ 
as the God of the Christians: nor was it this doc- 
trine, which was to him a stumblingblock : it was 
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the human sufferings of God which he professed 
himself unable to believe. 
184. Origenis c. Celsum 1. I. §. 66. vol. I. p. 380. 
Celsus had objected, that the flight into Egypt 
was unworthy of a God, who ought to have been 
able to confound his enemies without flying from 
them. Origen shews that this flight was not incon- 
sistent with the divinity of Christ, and observes, “‘ We 
“who believe Jesus, who says himself concerning 
“ his divinity, I am the way, and the truth, and the 
« life, (John xiv. 6.) and concerning his being 
‘in a human body, Now ye seek to kill me, a man 
“ that hath told you the truth, (John viii. 40.) we 
‘“‘ say, that he was something compound®.” At the 
end of the section he says, ‘‘ Any very extraordinary 
“and overpowering assistance operating in his be- 
“ half would not have furthered his wish to shew as 
“a man approved by God, that he had something 
“divine in the visible man, which was properly the 
“Son of God, God the Word, the Power of God 
“and Wrsdom of God, which was called Christ. 
« But it is not time now to treat of the compound 
“ nature, and of the parts, of which Jesus, who be- 
‘* came a man, was composed f.” 
185. Origenis c. Celsum |. I. §. 68. vol. I. p. 383. 
Celsus being unable to deny the miracles of Jesus 
acknowledged them as facts, but attributed the 
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working of them to magic. Origen refutes this, and 
principally by pointing out that all the miracles of 
Jesus were worked for the purpose of leading men 
to virtue and holiness. “ But if the life of Jesus 
“was of this character, how could any one with 
*‘ reason compare it to the profession of jugglers, and 
“ not believe, according to the promise of his being 
“‘ God, that he appeared in a human body for the 
“ benefit of mankind 8 2” | 
186. Origenis c. Celsum |. II. §. 8. vol. I. p. 391. 
* Celsus says, that this charge is brought against 
*‘ the Jews by those who believe in Christ, that they 
“do not believe in Jesus as God. I have explained 
‘‘ myself upon this point before, where I shewed 
*“ how we conceive him to be God, and in what 
“‘ sense we call him man?.” It is clear from these 
words, that the zdea entertained of Christ was that 
he was God: He was called man only xara wu, in 
some particular sense. 
187. Origenis c. Celsum |. II. §. 9. vol. I. p. 392. 
Celsus objected the disgrace of Jesus being seized 
by officers, and deserted by his disciples. “ To 
“this we say, that neither do we suppose that the 
«‘ body of Jesus, which could then be seen and felt, 
“was God. But why do I say the body? Neither 
“ was his soul: concerning which he said, My soul 
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“7s excecding sorrowful, even unto death. (Matt. 
“‘ xxvi. 38.) But like as in the religion of the Jews, 


nan 
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‘he that said, J am the Lord, the God of all flesh, 
‘ (Jer. xxxiti. 27.) and before me there was no God, 
‘neither shall there be after me, (Isaiah xliii. 10.) 
‘is believed to be God, who used the soul and body 
“of the prophet as an instrument 


so with us 


“ God the Word, and Son of the God of the uni- 
“* verse, said in Jesus, I am the way, and the truth, 


a 
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‘and the life, (John xiv. 6.) and I am the door, &c. 
Now we charge the Jews with not con- 


“ sidering him as God, who in many places is spoken 
“ of by the prophets as being the mighty Power and 
“God, like the God of the universe and Father '. 
“ For we say, that m the creation as related by 
*« Moses, the Father gave command to him, when 


“ He said, Let there be 
“< firmament, &c. 
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and that He said to him, Let 


sense and meaning of the word, 
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and Kal yas adrBas yevouevos 
&v0pwmoc, Which Hippolytus says 
of our Saviour (I. p. 226.) 
means, that he was really born 
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ing those sufferings his own 
which belonged to the human 
nature that he had assumed, 
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“us make man after our image and likeness: and 
“that the Son having received the command did 
*‘ whatever his Father commanded him*.” 

Let us believe, if we please, that Origen lower 
the divinity of the Son by making him inferior to 
the Father; (a charge which has often been brought 
against Origen ;) but still we cannot put aside the 
fact, that he believed the Son to have been present 
with his Father, when He created the world: 
doctrine which is totally incompatible with any mo- 
dification of the Unitarian creed, which conceives 
Jesus to have had no existence before he was born 
at Bethlehem. 

188. Origenis c. Celsum,1. II. §.31. vol. I. p. 413. 

In the following passage he refers to the latter 
part of the last quotation, “ In which it was 
* proved, that the firstborn of every creature took 
* upon him a human body and soul; and that God 
*‘ wave commands concerning such and such things 
“in the world, and they were created; and that he 
“who received the command was God and the 
Word '.” . 

189. Origenis c. Celsum, 1. II. §. 44. vol. I. p. 420. 

Celsus had mentioned the disgrace of Jesus being 
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crucified together with acknowledged criminals : 
and Origen, in the notice which he takes of this re- 
mark, alludes to the prophecy of Isaiah lui. 12. and 
says, that*** God was numbered with transgres- 
** sors ™.” 
190. Origenis c. Celsum \. II. §. 50. vol. I. p. 424. 
At 2 Thess. ii. 8. we read, “ And then shall that 
“ wicked one be revealed, whom the Lord (6 Kvpios) 
“ shall consume with the Spirit of his mouth, and 
« shall destroy with the brightness of his coming.” 
There can be no doubt that the Lord in this place 
means Jesus Christ, because there is allusion to his 
second coming. Many MSS. read Kupios 6 “Iycois, 
the Lord Jesus, and the Unitarians evidently un- 
derstand it so, for they admit this reading into the 
text". Origen quotes, “ Whom the Lord God will 
“ consume,” dv Kupios 6 Ocos aveAc?, which he seems to 
have done from memory: but he would not have 
done so, (as I have observed before in similar in- 
stances,) if he had not considered the Lord Jesus, 
and the Lord God, to be identical expressions. 
191. Origenis c. Celsum 1. II. §. ult. vol. I. p. 446. 
The question contained in the latter part of this 
quotation I leave to be answered by those whom it 
may concern. Celsus had finished his arguments by 
saying of Jesus, “ He was therefore a man, and 
“ such a man as the truth declares him to be, and 
“reason proves.” ‘To which Origen replies, “ But 
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“ I know not whether a man, if he attempted to 
“‘ spread over the whole world his own religion and 
* doctrine, could do what he wished without God, and 
*¢ prevail over all, who opposed the spreading of his 
“ doctrine, both kings and governors, and the Roman 
‘“¢ senate, and the rulers and people of every country. 
‘“ And how could the human nature, if it had no- 
“ thing superior in it, convert such a vast multi- 
“tude ° ?” 
192. Origenis c. Celsum 1.111. §. 29. vol. I. 
p- 465, 66. 

* | would say of Jesus, that it was expedient for 
“* mankind to receive him as Son of God, God com- 
*‘ ing in a human soul and body P.” 

193. Origenis c. Celsum, |. III. §. 31. vol. I. p.467. 

Having observed that Christianity made the 
churches more pure than any heathen assembly, 
and the heads of the churches more moral than 
persons of authority among the heathen, he says, 
* But if this be so, why is it not reasonable to con- 
““ ceive of Jesus who has been able to establish this, 
“ that there was no common divinity in him ?” and 
he proceeds to contrast him with such persons as 
Aristeas and Abaris, who were worshipped as gods. 

We must certainly understand the words no com- 
mon divinity, wy 4 tuyovca besorys in the same sense 
which Celsus, i. e. a learned heathen, would have 
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attached to them: and if we suppose the argument 
reversed, if Celsus had said, that Jesus was a mere 
man, but Jupiter and Apollo were gods, in whom 
was no common divinity, we could only have under- 
stood him to mean, that Jupiter and Apollo were 
really gods, not men who were called gods, but pos- 
sessing a real inherent divinity. | 

194. Origenis c. Celsum, |. III. §. 37. vol. I. 

p. 471, 72. 

Origen observes, that many of the gods of the 
heathen were profligate in character, and recently 
admitted into heaven; and yet that they were 
worshipped with the same honours that were paid 
to Jupiter and Apollo. “ But the Christians, 
‘who have learnt that their eternal life con- 
“ sists in knowing the only true God, who is over 
“all, and Jesus Christ whom He hath sent, (John 
“‘ xvii. 3.) who have learnt that all the gods of the 
“heathen are voracious dzemons, hovering about 
“ sacrifices, &c. and that the divine and holy 
“ angels of God are of a different nature and prin- 
*‘ ciple from all the spirits that are upon earth, will 
“ not endure a comparison to be instituted between 
“them and Apollo or Jupiter ———There is much to 
* be said also concerning the heavenly angels, and 
“concerning those who are opposed to the truth, 
“but who have been deceived, and by deceit pro- 
“ claim themselves to be gods, or angels of God, or 
“ good daemons and because such notions can 
** never be thoroughly and accurately proved, it was 
“thought safe that man should entrust himself to 
“ no one as thinking him a God, except only Jesus 
“ Christ, who is over all as a governor, who has 
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** seen into these mysteries, and delivered them to a 
“few %” | | 
195. Origenis c. Celsum }. III. §. 41. vol. I. 

p. 473, 74. 

*« But since Celsus objects to us, I know not how 
* often, concerning Jesus, that we consider him a 
*“ God, though consisting of a mortal body, and that 
*‘ in this we think we act piously, it is superfluous 
** to say any more upon this point; for much has 
*‘ been said above. However let the objectors know, 
“‘ that he who we think and are persuaded was from 
“the beginning God and the Son of God, the same 
“is the very Word, and very Wisdom, and very | 
* Truth: and we say, that his mortal body, and the 
“human soul in it, not only by a communication 
* with him, but by an union and intimate mixture, 
*¢ has been advanced to the highest honours, and by 
* partaking of his divinity passed into God '.” 

196. Origenis c. Celsum 1. IV. §. 5. vol. I. 
p. 504, 505. 

« Afterwards the most noble Celsus brings a diffi- 
“ culty against us, which he got, I know not from 
“ whence, for saying, that God himself comes down 
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to men: and he thinks it a consequence of this, 
that He must leave His own seat. For he is not 
acquainted with the power of God, and that the 
Spirit of the Lord jilleth the world; and that 
which containeth ali things hath knowledge of 
the voice. (Wisdom i. 7.) Nor can he understand, 
Do not I fill heaven and earth? saith the Lord. 
(Jer. xxiii. 24.) Nor does he see, that according 
to the Christian doctrine, Jn Him we all live and 
move and have our being, (Acts xvii. 28.) as Paul 
said in his address to the Athenians. If therefore 
the God of the universe should come down by His 
own power together with Jesus into the life of 
man, and if the Word, who was in the beginning 
with God, being himself also God, should come to 
us, He is not dethroned, nor does He leave His 
own seat but the power and divinity of God 
travels where it pleases, and wherever it finds a 
seat ; since God does not change His place, nor 
leave His throne empty and fill another *.” 

It is plain from the argument, as well as from 


the quotations, that when Origen calls Christ God, 
he means the most high God who fills all space. 


197. Origenis c. Celsum \. IV. ad fin. vol. I. 
p. 577. 
He ends the fourth hook with these words, “ May 
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“‘ God grant by His Son, who is God the Word and 
«Wisdom and Truth and Righteousness, and what- 
“ever the holy Scriptures say of his divinity, that 
“ we may begin the fifth volume, to the benefit of 
*“ our readers, and finish it well, assisted by the pre- 
** sence of His Word in our soul *.” 

198. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VI. §. 17. vol. I. 
"s i p- 643. 

‘“¢ But our Saviour and Lord, the Word of God, 
“ shewing the greatness of the knowledge of the 
‘“¢ Father, that it is comprehended and known in its 
-* full extent and primarily by him only, but in a 
“‘ secondary sense by those who have their *reasén 
“ enlightened by him who is Word and God, says, 
“ No one knoweth the Son, &c. (Matt. xi. 27.) for 
“no one can know him who is uncreated, and be- 
“ gotten before every created nature ‘in its full ex- 
* tent, so well as 'the Father who begat him; nor 
“can any one know the Father so well as the ani- 
‘“ mate Word, who is His Wisdom and Truth.” 

We may observe, that in this passage it is ex- 
pressly said, that Christ is uncreated: and yet it 
has been asserted, that Origen believed him to be a 
creature. Dr. Clarke tells us that Origen expressly 
reckoned the Son among the Syproupyypara or cre- 
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ated things*. But no such express declaration can 
be produced: and here we find it expressly said, that 
Christ is unxcreated.. One such word as this is more 
decisive than a thousand sentences, from which Dr. 
Clarke might 2fer his own doctrine. In drawing 
such inferences from indirect expressions, we may 
easily be mistaken: but if Origen has once called 
Christ wncreated, we must suspect the soundness of 
any inference, which makes him in any other pas- 
sage contradict himself. Xpiords 10 ayévytov dyptotp- 
ynua, Christ the uncreated creature, is a sentence, 
which contains a contradiction in terms: but the 
contradiction, though not so apparent or so palpably 
absurd, is equally fatal to the testimony of Origen, 
if the two terms are predicated of Christ in different 
parts of his worksY. Socrates, who had more of 
Origen’s bookssto read than Dr. Clarke could com- 
mand, tells us that “ Origen every where acknow- 
“ ledged the Son to be coeternal with the Father 2;” 
and Origen himself says in another place, “ God 
** who is above all created things became man®*.” 
199. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VI. §. 47. vol. I. p. 669. 
Origen observes in several places, that the Word 
of God, when it became incarnate, assumed a soul 
as well as a body; so that the soul became inti- 
mately united with the Word. He illustrates this 
union by instances from Scripture of things, “ which 
“are two in their own nature, being reckoned and 
“ actually being as one—that it is said of man and 
“ wife, they are no longer two but one flesh, (Gen. 


x Scripture Doctrine of the a @eds 6 imep TAVTa TH yevnta 
Trinity, p. 282. evnvOponncey. inJoan. tom, II, 28. 

y See Waterland, II. p. 140. vol. IV. p. 87. 
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“11, 24.) and that he that is joined unto the Lord 
“7s one spirit; (1 Cor. vi. 17.) but if so, who is — 
*‘ joined to the Lord, to the very Word, and very 
* Wisdom, and very Truth, and very Righteousness, 
“‘ more than the soul of Jesus, or even so much? If 
“this be so, the soul of Jesus, and God the Word, 
_* the firstborn of every creature, are no longer two”.” 
200. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VI. §. 66. vol. I. p. 683. 
He thus quotes and illustrates the words of Isaiah 
ix. 2. “ The people which sat in darkness, the Gen- 
“ tiles, saw a great light: and to them which sat 
“an the region and shadow of death light is sprung 
“up, the God Jesus °.” 
201. Origenis c. Celsum |. VI. §. 69. vol. I. p. 684. 
Celsus having misunderstood what Origen and all 
the early Fathers taught, that the Father could not 
be seen by any one, but had made himself visible in 
his Son, pretended to give this ‘as the substance of 
their doctrine, “that since God was great and in- 
“ comprehensible, He put His own spirit into a body 
“ like to ours and sent it hither, that we might hear 
‘“‘ and learn from it.” Origen shews that this is a 
misrepresentation of the doctrine; and he particu- 
larly guards against the notion, that the Son was 
less incomprehensible, or less invisible, in his divine 
nature, than the Father. ‘“ The God of the universe 
‘and Father is not the only one who is great ac- 
_“ cording to our doctrine: for He hath imparted of 
“ Himself and of His greatness to the only-begotten 
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“and first-born of every creature: that he being 
“ the image of the invisible God might preserve the 
image of the Father even in greatness. We 
allow then, that God is incomprehensible : but he is 
not the only one who is incomprehensible ; but 
also His only-begotten : for God the Word is incom- 
prehensible. It does not follow therefore, be- 
cause God is incomprehensible, that therefore He 
** sent His Son a comprehensible God but as we 
“ have proved, the Son also, being incomprehensible, 
“as being God the Word, by whom all things were 
“< made, hath dwelt among us *.” 
202. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VII. §. 43. vol. I. p. 725. 
Speaking of that text, He that hath seen me hath 
seen the Father, (John xiv. 9.) and having said that 
it cannot be understood of seeing with the eye, he 
adds, “ Any one, who perceives how we are to un- 
“« derstand of the only-begotten God, Son of God, the 
“< first-born of every creature, that the Word be- 
«“ came flesh, will see how any one that beholds the 
“image of the invisible God will know the Father 
“© and Maker of all this universe °.” 
203. Origenis c. Celsum\. VIII. §. 17.vol. I. p. 755. 
Celsus having alluded to the absence of statues 
and images in Christian worship, Origen observes, 
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that Temperance, Righteousness, &c. &c. were the 
images set up by true Christians, “ by which we are 
“ convinced it is fitting that the prototype of all 
“images, the likeness of the invisible God, the 
“ only-begotten God should be worshipped *.” 
204. Origenis c. Celsum 1. VIII. §. 42. 
vol. I. p.772. 

The sense, in which Origen used the term God, 
when applied to. Christ, may be-collected from the 
following passage, in which he is mentioning an as- 
sertion of Celsus: “ After this he (Celsus) says, 
« (thinking that we call the crucified and tortured 
“ body of Jesus God, and not the divinity within 
“ him, and that he was considered to be God, when 
“ he was crucified and tortured,) that they who cru- 
“ cified and tortured your God when upon earth, 
“ suffered nothing for having done so8&.” Origen 
proves that this is totally false, inasmuch as the city 
of Jerusalem shortly after was levelled with the 
ground: but I quote the passage merely to shew that 
Origen expressly mentions the divinity of Christ as 
something really inherent in him. 

205. Origenis c. Celsum |. VIII. §. 67. 
vol. I. p. 792. 

** Celsus says, that we should seem more to wor- 
“‘ ship the great God, if we sung hymns to the Sun 
“and to Minerva: but we know the contrary: for 
*‘ we sing hymns to the only God, who is over all, 
“and to His only-begotten Word and God: and we 
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** sing hymns to God and His only-begotten, as the 
‘* Sun and Moon and Stars and all the heavenly host 
“6 do },” 
206. Origenis e libro primo in Genesim, 
vol. II. p. 1. 

What has been called the eternal generation of 
the Son, or, which is the same thing, the eternity of 
the Son, seems to be plainly asserted in the following 
passage. It is quoted by Pamphilus in his Defence 
of Origen’, who adduces it as a proof of Origen’s be- 
lief, that the Father was not before the Son, but 
that the Son was coeternal with the Father. The 
passage is also preserved in the original Greek by 
Eusebius *, and is as follows. ‘“ For God did not 
“ begin to be a Father, having been prevented, like 
“¢ men, who become fathers, by not being able yet to 
* become fathers. For if God is always perfect, and 
“‘ the power of being a Father is present with Him; 
* and if it is good for him to be the Father of such a 
“‘ Son, why does He delay it, and deprive Himself of 
“ what is good? and why not, if we may so say, be 
“‘ Father of a Son from the time that He is able to 
“be so? We must say the same also concerning the 
_* Holy Ghost !.” 

207. Origenis Selecta in Genesim, vol. II. p. 43. 
Upon those words in Gen. xxxii. 24. 4nd Jacob 
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was left alone, and there wrestled a man with him 
&c. Origen has this commentary: “ Who else could 
“it be that is called at once man and God, who 
** wrestled and contended with Jacob, than he, who 
“ spake at sundry times and in divers manners unto 
“ the Fathers, (Heb. i.1.) the holy Word of God, 
‘‘ who is called Lord and God, who also blessed Ja- 
“ cob, and called him Israel™, saying to him, Thou 
“ hast prevailed with God? It was thus that the 
“men of those days beheld the Word of God, like 
“ our Lord’s apostles did, who said, That which was 
© from the beginning, which we have seen with our 
* eyes, and looked upon, and our hands have hand- 
“ led, of the Word of life: (1 John i. 1.) which 
‘ Word and Life Jacob also saw, and added, I have 
“ seen God face to face®.” 

It has been observed already, that all the Fathers 
considered it to have been Jesus, who revealed him- 
self to the patriarchs: and we may observe also that 
in this passage Origen refers to Christ what in the 
first verse of the Epistle to the Hebrews is s:mques- 
tionably said of God the Father. 

208. Origenis in Numeros Hom. XXIV. §. 1. 
vol. II. p. 362. 
Of Origen’s Commentaries upon the Books of Moses 


™ Which means seeing God. 
We may add here a similar pas- 
sage in Origen’s fifteenth Ho- 
mily on Genesis: ‘‘ His name 
** was no Jonger written Jacob, 
** but Israel, as one who saw in 
‘* his mind the true Life, which 
‘** is the true God, even Christ.” 
-———tanquam qui mente videat 
veram Vitam, que est verus Deus 
Christus. Hom. XV. §. 3. p. 100. 
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several Homilies are extant in Latin, which appear 
to have been translated by Rufinus®. Part of the 
second Homily upon Genesis is preserved in the ori- 
ginal Greek: and by comparing this fragment with 
the translation of Rufinus, we may perceive that he 
adhered closely to the original, and endeavoured to 
give the literal meaning, without indulging in the li- 
berty of altering or interpolating, as he did some- 
times. We may therefore quote these Homilies as 
containing the real sentiments of Origen. ~ 

At p. 107, 8, and 117, 18 two extracts have already 
been given from the Commentary upon Genesis in il- 
lustration of the words of St. Paul, Phil. ii. 6; and if | 
we are justified in trusting to this translation, we may 
also quote from the version which Rufinus made of 
the Homilies upon the Book of Numbers. 

In the twenty-fourth Homily we read, “ If there 
‘‘ had been no sin, there would have been no neces- 
* sity for the Son of God to become a Lamb, nor 
““ would there have been need for him to be in the 
* flesh and be put to death; but he would have re- 
“mained what he was in the beginning, God the 
“ Word P.” 

209. Origenis in Numeros Hom. XXIV. ¥. 2. 

vol. II. p. 364. 

Speaking of vows made to God, he observes, “ To 
“< offer oneself to God, and to please Him, not by the 
“labour of another, but by one’s own, this is more 
“ perfect and more conspicuous than all vows; and 
“‘ whoever does so is an imitator of Christ. For he 
“ gave to man the earth, the sea, and all things 


° Vid. Huetii Origeniana, p. Agnum fieri, nec opus fuerateum 
2098. in carne positum jugulari, sed 

P Si non fuisset peccatum, mansisset hoc quod in principio 
non necesse fuerat Filium Dei erat Deus Verbum. 
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“ therein, &c. &c. But after all these he gave him-- 
“self. For God so loved the world, that He gave 
“« His only-begotten Son (John iii. 16.) for the life 
“ of the world. What so great things then will man 
“‘ do, if he offer himself to God, to whom God him- 
© self first offered himself 4 ?” 

210. Origenis in Jesum Nave Hom. VI. §. 3. 

vol. II. p. 410. | 

Twenty-six homilies of Origen upon the Book of 
Joshua are extant in Latin, translated by Rufinus : 
and since he tells us himself, that he expressed the 
original exactly as he found it, and did not employ 
much labour in the translation, we may quote any 
passage as containing the sentiments of Origen. To 
which we may add, that the beginning of the 20th 
Homily is preserved in the Greek, and if we com- 
pare it with the Latin of Rufinus, the difference is 
not considerable. | 

In Joshua v. 13, 4. we read, “ And it came to 
«“ pass when Joshua was by Jericho, that he lifted 
« up his eyes and looked, and, behold, there stood a 
“ man over against him with his sword drawn in 
“his hand: and Joshua went unto him, and said 
“unto him, Art thou for us, or for our adversa- 
“ries? And he said, Nay: but as captain of the 
“ host of the Lord am I now come. And Joshua 
«« fell on his face to the earth, and did worship, 
< and said unto him, What saith my lord unto his 


ipsum dedit. Sic enim dilexit 
Deus mundum, ut Filium suum 


4 Semetipsum Deo offerre, et 
non alieno labore sed proprio 


placere, hoc est perfectius et 
‘eminentius omnibus votis: quod 
qui facit, imitator est Christi. 
Ile enim dedit homini terram, 
&c. sed post hec omnia semet- 


unigenitum daret pro mundi hu- 
jus vita. Quid ergo magnum 
faciet homo, si semetipsum of- 
ferat Deo, cui ipse se prior ob- 
tulit Deus? 
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servant?” upon which Origen remarks, “ Joshua 
“ therefore knew not only that he was of God, but 
‘“ that he was God: for he would not have wor- 
“ shipped, if he had not known him to be God. For 
“who else is Captain of the host of the Lord, ex- 
“ cept our Lord Jesus Christ * ?” - 

This exactly agrees with the sentiments of all the 
Fathers, that the God who appeared either in a hu- 
man form, or in that of an angel, to any se the pa- 
triarchs, was Jesus Christ. 

211. Origenis in Jesum Nave Hom. VII. §. ult. 
vol. II. p. 415. 

The following quotation requires no comment, 
except that it relates to Achan’s theft mentioned in 
Joshua vii. ‘“ In our disputations we are accus- 
“ tomed to say, that we do not call Christ a mere 
‘“ man; but we confess him to be God and man. 
“ But that which is stolen from Jericho is said to _ 
“ be pure, i. e. without God’: which was the cause 
“of sin to him that stole. Therefore let us have 
“no human thoughts concerning Christ, but let us 
“ confess him to be equally God and man; _be- 
“cause the Wisdom of God is said to be manifold ; 
“that by this means we may deserve to be par- 
“ takers of the Wisdom of God, who is Christ Jesus 
“ our Lord, to whom is glory and dominion for | ever 
«‘ and ever *.” 


S What made the act sinful 
to Achan was, that it was con- 
trary to the command of God. 


* Cognovit ergo Jesus non 
solum quod ex Deo est, sed 
quia Deus est. Non enim ad- 


orasset, nisi agnovisset Deum. 
Quis enim alius est princeps 
militiz virtutum Domini, nisi 
Dominus noster Jesus’ Chri- 
stus ? 


t Denique et nostris in dispu- 
tationibus moris est dicere, quia 
Christum non purum hominem 
dicimus, sed Deum et hominem 
confitemur. Illud autem, quod 


ORIGEN, A. D. 240. 285 


212. Origenis in Reg. Hom. II. vol. II. p. 497. 
Origen, like many other of the Fathers, considered 
Joshua to be a type of Jesus: and in this place he 
expresses it by saying, “ that Joshua (Jesus) was a 
““ type of the true God".” And whoever reads the 
Homily will be convinced that the true God means 
Christ. See N°. 214. 
213. Origenis in Psalm. viii. 5, 6. vol. II. p. 584. 
In this place he speaks of the “ incarnation of our 
** God and Saviour *.” | 
214. Origenis in Psalm. ix. vol. II. p. 585. 
At the beginning of the Commentary he says, 
‘“ The unutterable knowledge of the mysteries con- 
“‘ cerning Christ the true God is secret ¥.” 
215. Origenis in Psalm. xviii. 11. vol. IL. p. 607. 
The mystical and allegorical: method of imter- 
pretation adopted by Origen in this Psalm and in 
many other places cannot affect the plainness of his 
testimony to the divinity of Christ. Thus upon 
those words, “ He made darkness His secret 
“place: His pavilion round about Him were 
“ dark waters, and thick clouds of the skies,” he 
says, “ If our God is light, how is He covered with 
« darkness? But I imagine that darkness covers 
** Him in the same way that a thing which is known 


de Jericho furatur, purum esse 
dicitur, id est, sine Deo, que 
utique furanti extitit causa pec- 
cati., Et ideo nos nihil purum 
et humanum de Christo senti- 
amus, sed Deum pariter atque 
hominem fateamur, quia et sapi- 
entia Dei multiplex dicitur ; ut 
per hee mereamur_participium 
sumere Sapientie Dei, qui est 
Christus Jesus Dominus noster, 


cui est gloria et imperium in 
secula seculorum. 

Tod dAyOivod Oecd times jy é- 
Keivog 6 Inaovs. 

X Tatra d¢ Kal peta Thy evay- 
Opdmnciw voeirar tod Oecd kat Lo- 
TNDOS NADY. 

¥ Kptquad éots yraors amopinros 
Tov wept Xpiorod tov aAnOsved Oeod 
puaryploy. 
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“is covered by ignorance; which is said with refer- 
““ence to him who knows, and not to the thing 
“known. But by Hzs pavilion he meant the flesh, 
“in which Christ sat: he also called it a pavilion 
“on account of the temporary duration of His in- 
“carnation. For though, he says, we have known 
‘ Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth know 
“we him no more, (2 Cor. v. 16.) He may also 
“ mean by the pavilion, the bodily nature, in which 
“‘ God is seen through the Word ”.” 
216. Origenis in Psalm. xviii. 47. vol. II. p. 612. 
There can be no doubt, that when the Psalmist 
said, « It is God that avengeth me and subdueth 
“ the people under me,” he meant the one only 
God, the Almighty: neither can there be any 
doubt, that in Deut. xxxii. 35. it is the Almighty, 
who says, “ T'o me belongeth vengeance and recom- 
“ pence,” which St. Paul quotes, Rom. x11. 19: and 
yet Origen’s commentary upon this verse of the 
Psalm is, “ Christ having received vengeance from 
“ God, says, Vengeance is mine: I will repay*.” 
217. Origenis in Psalm. xxii. 9. vol. II. p: 620. 
This Psalm is always supposed to have been 
spoken in the person of Christ, and so Origen un- 
derstood it: for at the 9th verse, “ Thou art he 
“ that took me out of the womb, thou didst make me 
“ hope, when I was upon my mother’s breasts,” 


“a 


" \ € ~n ~ ~_ ; 
* Ei 6 @eds yuay pas €or, wis 4s pavas oKyvay Cie TO mporKaspay 
/ 3 \e ~ \ 
K@AURTET OL TKOTEL 5 oimas O€ OTL AL- THS TapKeTEews——dvvaTas OE TKy- 
\ e 4 / c ‘ ~ \ / ‘ \ \ / 
TOY GUT KAAVTTEL OKITOC, WS KATH YH A€yely Kal THY TwLaTIKHY poLY, 
5) 4 \ / > , ashe, \ X ~ / ew 
ayvoin TO yivwrKonevoy avaKkaArvEte- év 7 Beds dice TOV Adyou dparan. 
of ie \ \ 4 aN a \ y Hae ~ > / 
Tal, NTS OS Wpos Toy yiwwoKeyvTa, Kal AaBoyv ard Ocod exducjoers 
) XV \ / / / > ee} 4 > \ 
ov pag TayivwaKouevoy heyeTar. LKy- Xpiatos pygiw, “Emos exdixqcers, eyo 
x A 
yyy 0€ adtod thy cdpKa adviuacey, avTanoddce. 
> z Nt > / Ape \ \ 
év 4} Xpiotog exabeCero ets be Kal 


\ 


ORIGEN, A. D. 240. 287 


he says, “ For when God was born, His Father 
“brought him into the world: and him alone, I 
“imagine, of all that have been born; because he 
* alone was of the Holy Ghost >.” 
218. Origenis in Psalm. xxvi. 3. vol. II. p. 630. 
Upon those words, “ £ have walked in thy 
«“ Truth,’ he says, “ If Truth is Christ our God, as 
“he said, f am Truth, (John xiv. 6.) and David 
“ followed God in Truth, therefore David pleased 
“ God in God: for this account, he says, I have 
‘“‘ made haste to walk in thy Truth, instead of zz 
“ thee: for speaking in a periphrasis, he calls the 
« Truth of God, God himself *.” 
219. Origenis in Psalm. xxvii. 5. vol. II. p. 634. 
Upon those words, “ In the time of trouble He 
“ shall hide me in His pavilion,” he says, “ He 
“calls Christ @ pavilion, in whom God even 
“ dwelt “.” 
220. Origenis in Psalm. xxxiv. 2. vol. II. p. 648. 
At the first verse of this Psalm, he says, “ These 
‘‘ words are spoken by Christ, who liveth for ever, 
“‘ and existeth without change °.” | 
221. Origenis in Psalm. xxxvii. 32. vol. II. p. 676. 
“ The wicked watcheth the righteous and seek- 
“ eth to slay him.” Upon these words Origen ob- 
serves, “ Which without doubt they did against the 
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«Saviour, who killed the prophets, and crucified 
“‘ God, and persecute us even now, and the people 
“ of God, who is Christ .”. The strong expression 
of God being crucified had already been used by 
Tertullian. N°. 119. p. 200. 
2992. Origenis in Psalm. xlv. 5. vol. II. p. 711. 
“< Thine arrows are sharp in the heart of the 
« king’s enemies, whereby the people fall under 
“‘ thee.’ Upon these words Origen says, ‘ Those 
“‘ who fall under Christ are in the heart and thoughts 
“‘ of the enemies of Christ, who is the King: and 
“ evidently Christ is God 8.” 
(293. Origenis in Psalm. xlv. 14. vol. II. p. 712. 
Upon this verse, he says, “ The palace of the King, 
“i.e. of Christ, is also his temple, since he is also 
« God }.” 
224. Origenis in Psalm. xlvii. 5. vol. II. p. 715. 
“ God is gone up with a shout: the Lord with 
“ the sound of a trumpet.” It is plain, that Origen 
understood this of the ascension of Jesus Christ. 
« As the Lord will come with the voice of an angel, 
“ and will descend from heaven with the trump of 
“ God, so God went up with a shout '.” 
225. Origenis in Psalm. xviii. 12. vol. I]. p. 717. 
« Walk about Zion, and go round about her: 
“ tell the towers thereof: that ye may tell it to the 


f Quod fecerunt sine dubio 
adversus Salvatorem illi qui 
prophetas occiderunt, et Deum 
crucifixerunt, et nos persecuti 
sunt etiam nunc, et populum 
Dei qui est Christi. 
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* generation following. For this God is our God 
«< for ever and ever: he will be our guide even 
“ unto death.” Origen says, “ This was fulfilled by 
“the disciples dividing the-world among them to 
*‘ announce that Christ is God, that guides us *.” 
226. Origenis in Psalm. 1. 2. vol. II. p. 721. 

“ Out of Zion, the perfection of beauty, God hath 
© shined. Our God shall come, and shall not 
“ keep silence, &c. Since Wisdom is the perfect 
. “ beauty of the Lord, this is in Sion: He, at whose 
“‘ birth we say, Emmanuel is come visibly, and does 
“not keep silence, but speaks by whom he will, 
* since he is our God but jire and tempest are 
* upon those who do not attend to his coming, and 
“to the Word, who will come from the heavenly 
* Sion, being of equal power with the Father: for 
‘“ he was the God of heaven, even when he came 
* visibly, i.e. when he became flesh: for then he 
“ became visible: when he is come, he will not 
“ keep silence, but will convince the world of sin, or 
“ declare the will of his Father: for he is called the 
* Angel of great counsel ; being in the power 
“ and might of divinity, although born in the flesh, 
“ like a fire and tempest he fell upon his adversa- 
«ries, the Devil and his angels !.” 
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227. Origenis in Psalm. \. 6. vol. II. p. 722. 

“ And the heavens shall declare His righteous- 
“ ness, for God is judge himself ;” upon which Ori- 
gen says, “ Here he evidently calls Christ. God, for 
“ the Father hath committed all judgment unto the 
« Son.” (John v. 22™.) 

228. Origenis in Psalm. liii. 1. vol. II. p.'727. 

« The fool hath said in his heart, There is no 
“ God. The fool thinks that there is no God; 
“ therefore he says it in his heart: but he does not 
‘* declare it with his mouth, for fear of men. Or— 
“ the foolish people, which denies that Christ is God, 
“ according to the former explanation about the 
“ fool, is considered to say, not with his mouth, but 
“in his heart, that there 1s no God ®.” 

229. Origenis in Psalm. \v.19. vol. II. p. 732. 

“ God shall hear and afflict them, even he that 
« abideth before the worlds.” Even this is referred 
by Origen to Christ: “ If all things were made by 
“ him, he is truly said to exist before the worlds: 
** and hence we know that the worlds were brought 
“into being out of nothing®.” That this is applied 
to Christ, is evident from the rest of the commentary, 
and from the quotation of John i. 3. The Unita- 
rian translators say, that the words wavra ds avrov 
éyevero, which we render All things were made by 
him, do not apply to the creation, but signify that 
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all things in the Christian dispensation were done 
by Christ, i.e. by his authority and direction. If 
Origen interpreted St.John as the Unitarians do, 
he would have reasoned thus in the above com- 
mentary: Christ truly existed before the worlds, 
because all things in the Christian dispensation 
were done by him! 

I am aware that the Unitarians would try to 
lessen the absurdity of this reasoning by saying, that 
what we translate the worlds, aidves, means the dis- 
pensations. Origen would then say, that Christ 
existed before the dispensations, because all things 
in the Christian dispensation were done by him: 
which words, if they have any meaning, are not 
much less absurd than the former. But the fact is, 
that Origen did not understand aidves to mean dis- 
pensations, as we see by his words quoted above; 
and the verse upon which he is commenting is in 
our translation, God shall afflict them, even He that 
abideth of old. In another place Origen says, that 
*‘ the church is able to behold the divinity of Christ, 
“ because all things were made by him,” see N°. 
238. I will undertake to assert, that there is not 
one single passage in any writing of the three first 
centuries, where the words in John i. 3. have any 
other interpretation given them, than that all things 
were created by Jesus Christ’. 


P Dr. Priestley had the bold- 
ness to make the following com- 
ment upon the words of St. 
John; «‘In this celebrated pas- 
*“ sage there is no mention of 
*“* Christ, and that the word Lo- 
“© gos means Christ is not to be 
*‘ taken for granted.”’ (History 
of early Opinions, vol. I. p. 68.) 


It is due to the Unitarians to 
say, that not many of them have 
adopted this method of evasion, 
Still less, I imagine, would they 
follow Dr. P. in saying, that the 
Christians, for whom St. John 
wrote his Gospel, never imagined 
that Christ was meant by the Lo- 
gos. (Ib. III. p. 160.) We may 
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230. Origenis in Psalm. \vi.1. vol. II. p. 782. 
“ Be merciful unto me, O God, for man hath 
“ trampled upon me. Christ says to his Father, 
“« Be merciful unto me: for man hath trampled 
“ upon me, who am God 4.” 
231. Origenis in Psalm. \xviii. 4. vol. II. p.'752. 
« Sing unto God, sing praises to His name: 
« prepare the way for Him that rideth upon the 
“ west; the Lord is His name. for although 
“‘ He entered upon our poverty, and obscured His 
“own glory, as if rising out of the west, yet His 
“ name is the Lord; for though made man, He did 
“ not lose being the Lord Ged *.” 
232. Origenis in Psalm. \xix. 2. vol. II. p. 755. 
« I sink in deep mire, where there is no stand- 
“omg: L am come into deep waters, where the 
“« floods overflow me. God Himself, the Word, sends 
‘“‘ forth a prayer to his Father, making those suffer- 
“ings his own which belong to the human nature he 
“ assumed: he shews also the region of hell, whither 
“ he alone descended and passed through °.” 
233. Origenis in Psalm. xcix. 5. vol. II. p.'780. 
“« Healt ye the Lord our God, and worship at 
« His footstool. Some have said that His footstool 
“is the flesh of Christ, which is to be worshipped 
“ on account of Christ: but Christ is to be wor- 


remember, that Ireneus always 
understood the Logos to mean 
Christ; and Irenzeus had been 
a disciple of Polycarp, who had 
seen St. John. 
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‘“¢ shipped on account of the Word of God which is 
“in Him *.” 
234. Origenis in Psalm. cv. 15. vol. IT. p..784. 
“ Touch not mine anointed &c. These anointed 
“¢ persons (Christs) are called anointed (Christs) be- 
** cause they partake of Christ : but Christ is called 
“« Christ, as partaking of his Father: and by Christ 
“IT mean the Lord who dwelt among men in con- 
* junction with God the Word ".” This explanation 
of the term Christ is given also at Psalm cxviii. 2. 
p. 797. 
935. Origenis in Psalm. cviii. 9. vol. II. p. 786. 
“ Over Edom will*I cast out my shoe. The 
“ flesh is the shoe of Christ, which the Lord made 
“ use of, and sojourned in the life of man *.” 
236. Origenis in Psalm. cx. 3. vol. II. p. 787. 
Origen translates this verse according to the Sep- 
tuagint, the last words of which are, “ Out of the 
“ womb before the morning have I begotten thee,” 
upon which he observes, “ Instead of, I have be- 
“ gotten thee before every reasonable creature : for 
“to inquire deeper into the birth of Christ and of 
“ the morning is not within our ability: for reason- 
“ing upon the subject is vast and incomprehen- 
“ sible ¥.” 
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237. Origenis in Cant. Cant. v. 10. vol. III. p. 98. 
The object of this work does not require me to 
enter into the discussion, whether Origen and the 
writers of those days were correct in all their inter- 
pretations of Scripture. We are endeavouring to 
ascertain what were the doctrines which they de- 
duced from Scripture, taking it as a whole. This 
remark applies particularly to the Song of Solomon ; 
about the true interpretation of which the learned of 
every age have given very different opinions. Origen 
conceived that it related to Christ and his church ; 
in which he has been followed by most commenta- 
tors: and though we might think, that he has car- 
ried his figurative interpretation of this poem too 
far in some instances, yet we cannot mistake his 
meaning in the expressions which he uses; and if it 
be plain, that he considered the poem to relate to 
Christ, it is equally plain, that he considered Christ 
to be God. Thus upon those words, “ My beloved 
“7s white and ruddy,” he says “ White, because he 
“is the true God: and ruddy, on account of his 
** blood which he shed for the church *.” 
238. Origenis in Cant. Cant. vi. 5. vol. III. p. 99. 
« Turn away thine eyes from me. The church 
“ looks at the comeliness and beauty of Christ, being 
“ enabled by her greater advancement to behold his 
“ divinity ; inasmuch as all things were made by 
6 him *.” 
239. Origenis in Isaiam vi. 3. vol. III. p. 112. 
In this place Origen expressly says, that Christ is 
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God. But the passage is not of much weight, be- 
cause the Homilies upon Isaiah have only come down 
to us in the Latin translation of Jerom ; and Rufinus 
tells us, that Jerom altered and omitted many things 
which seemed adverse to the doctrine of the Trinity, 
and added passages, which he thought favourable to 
that belief. 

940. Origenis in Jeremiam. Homil. I. vol. II. 

W p. 128. | 

“ Then said I, Ah, Lord God! behold, I can- 
“not speak: for E am a child.” (i. 6.) Origen sup- 
poses, rather fancifully perhaps, that these words 
are spoken in the person of Christ; and in the be- 
ginning of his commentary upon them he says, 
“ He who is the wisdom and power of God, who 
“ brought to us the fulness of the Godhead which 
“ dwelt in him bodily, how can the words, / cannot 
“ speak, be applied to him, the Saviour>?” He 
then points out a way in which they might be ap- 
plied; after which he observes, “ If you ascend to 
‘‘ the Saviour, and see him the Word, who was in 
“ the beginning with God, you will see that he can- 
“ not speak: and if you compare the tongues of 
“ angels with the tongues of men, and know that he 
“is greater than angels, as the apostle bore witness 
‘in the Epistle to the Hebrews, you will say that he 
“‘ was too great even for the tongues of angels, since 
“ the Word was God with the Father Being in 
“ the majesty of the glory of God, he does not speak 
“ as men, he knows not how to talk to those below : 
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‘‘ but when he comes into a human body, he says at 
«once, I cannot speak, for I am a child: i.e. he 
“was young with respect to his corporeal birth ; 
“ but he was old, inasmuch as he was the Jjirstborn 
“of every creature: he was young, because he 
“ came at the end of the world, and sojourned late 


“in human life °.” 
941, 


Origenis in Jerem. Hom. IX. vol. II]. 


p- 176, 7 
“ The Word that came to Jeremiah from the 
« Lord,” (xi. 1.) Wherever it is said that the 
Word came to Jeremiah, or to any of the prophets, 
Origen understands it of Christ the Word of God. 
‘“ TI know no other Word of the Lord, but him, of 
“ whom the evangelist says, In the beginning was 


“the Word; and the Word was with God, and 


“ the Word was God. 


It is particularly neces- 


“ sary for this to be known by us ecclesiastics, who 
* conceive, that there is the same God of the Law 
“and of the Gospel, the same Christ, both then, and 


now, and for ever. There are some, who separate 


“the divinity, which preceded the coming of the 
“‘ Saviour, according to their own conceptions, from 
“ the divinity which was announced by Jesus Christ: 
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“but we know one God both then and now, one 
“ Christ both then and now “.” 

242. Origenis in Jerem. Hom. XIV. vol. III. 

p. 212. 

“ Woe ts me, my mother,” xv. 10. On the same 
principle of interpretation, he refers these words to 
‘Christ ; and shews, that it was not unworthy of him 
to utter them. He adduces his lamentation over 
Jerusalem, (Matt. xxii. 37.) and he puts into his 
mouth the complaining words spoken by Micah vii. 
1, 2. He also considers Christ to have spoken those 
words of the Psalmist, “ What profit is there in my 
“ blood, when I go down to the pit?” xxx. 9. 
which he paraphrases thus: “ What profit have men 
“‘ derived from so great a thing? what have they 
“ done worthy of the blood which I shed for them? 
“‘ what profit is there in my blood, in my coming 
“‘ down from heaven? I came down; I came upon 
“earth: I have given myself to corruption; I have 
“borne a human body : what good thing worthy of 


a 


66 


‘this hath been done to men ? 


Similar to this 


is what the Saviour says in this place, Woe as me, 


“my mother, what a man hast thou borne me ? 
“‘ He does not speak this as God the Saviour, 
“ Woe is me, my mother, but as man: so in the 
“prophet, 4h, my soul! for the good man is 
«< perished out of the earth; (Micah vii. 2.) his 
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“soul was human; for this reason it was trou- 
“bled: for this reason also it was exceeding sor- 
“ rowful: but the Word, which was in the be- 
« oinning with God, he is not troubled: neither 
“ would ‘he say, Ah me! for the Word is not 
“ subject to death; but it was the human nature 
‘“ which submitted to this, as we have often 
“‘ proved ©.” 

So also in Hom. XV. p. 224. he says, “ These 
“‘ words are not unworthy of the divinity of our Sa- 
“‘ viour, when he beheld the sins of men: but to 
“say, dh me! belongs to the Saviour, not in that 
“he is God, but man: not inasmuch as he is Wis- 
“ dom, but a Soul f.” 

243. Origenis in Jerem. Hom. XV. vol. III. 

p. 226. 

“ Cursed be the man that trusteth in man,” 
xvi. 5. * Let us treat of these words with refer- 
‘ence to those who think that the Son of God, the 
«Saviour, was a man. For among many human 
“ evils, they have dared even to say this, that the 
“ only-begotten, the jirstborn of every creature, is 
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“ not God: for cursed is he that trusteth in man: 
‘it is plain that they are accursed, who. put their 


“ trust in man. 


*‘ invisible, &c. (Col. 


6¢ 


“<< man 8.” 


I would say, that I do not trust in 
“man, when I trust in Jesus Christ. 
not as man: not only have I not known him as 
man, but I have known him as Wisdom, as very 
Righteousness : a man, by whom all things were 
made in heaven and in earth, whether visible or 
i. 16.) 
viour maintain, that he, whom he assumed, was 
man, yet though he was man, he is now no mem 


I know him 


For though the Sa- 


244, oe in Eizechiel. Hom. V1. vol. III. 
p. 380. 

Fourteen of Origen’s Homilies upon Ezekiel have 
come down to us translated by Jerom ; and since he 
tells us, that he adhered very closely to his origimal, 
we may quote them as genuine. In this place he is 
commenting upon Ezek. xvi. 8.—et ecce tempus 
tuum et tempus divertentium, which our version 
renders, Behold thy time was the time of love; 
upon which Origen says, “Our Lord Jesus Christ, 
“ our God, again visits the miserable Jerusalem, i. e. 


‘‘ our sinful soul ©.” 
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245. Origenis in Exech. ii. 1. vol. III. p. 408. 

« And he said, Son of man, stand upon thy feet. 
« As far as I remember, the words, Son of man, 
“are said more continually to Ezekiel, than to any 
“‘ of the prophets, and more rarely to Daniel, each of 
“whom is in captivity a type of him who came to 
“ us captives, Jesus the Saviour who is God i.” 
246. Origenis in Matt. tom. XV. §. 24. vol. III. 

p. 687. 

« But if you can conceive the Word restored after 
“ his becoming flesh that he might be what he 
“ was in the beginning with God, being God and the 
“ Word, in his own glory, in the glory of such a 
*“ Word you will see him sitting on the throne of 
*‘ his glory, and not different from him you will see 
* the Son of man, who in Jesus was considered to 
“ be a man: for it is made one with the Word in a 
“ much higher degree than those, who from bemmg 
«joined to the Lord become one spirit with him.” 
(IiGor: vid *) 
247. Origenis in Matt. tom. XVII. §. 20. vol. III. 

p. 798. 

“ Having made these remarks upon the words, 
“ The kingdom of heaven is likened unto a man 
“who is a king, (Matt. xxii. 2.) we can also find 
“‘ the cause of the Saviour constantly calling himself 
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“ Son of man, by which he shewed, that as God in 
** His government of men is figuratively called man, 
“and perhaps even in a manner becomes so, thus > 
*‘ also the Saviour, being primarily Son of God, is 
*‘ also God, and Son of His love, and the image of 
‘ the invisible God: but he does not continue in his 
“‘ primary state, but according to the dispensation of 
*“ him who is figuratively called man, being really 
““ God, he becomes the Son of man, because in- his 
*“‘ government of men he imitates God, who is figu- 
“ ratively called, and in manner really becomes, 
“ man !.” 
248. Origenis in Matt. vol. III. p. 882, 3. 

Origen wrote twenty-five volumes of Commen- 
tary upon St. Matthew™. Almost the whole of 
the nine first volumes is lost: but eight volumes, 
from the tenth to the seventeenth inclusive, are 
extant in the original Greek. There is also an old 
Latin translation, which begins at Matt. xvi. 13. 
and is so much the more valuable, because it sup- 
plies the last eight books, which are no longer extant 
in Greek. This old version seems to have been 
made sufficiently literal for us to depend upon its 
_being a faithful representative of Origen’s senti- 
ments, where his own words are lost. 
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After quoting the declaration of our Saviour, 
«To! Iam with you alway, even unto the end of 
“ the world,” (xxviii. 20.) and also, “ Where two 
“ or three are gathered together in my name, there 
“am I in the midst of them, (xviii. 20.) he says, 
“‘ He who places himself in the midst even of those 
“ who know him not is the only-begotten of God, 
‘“ God the Word, and Wisdom, and Justice, and 
«“ Truth, who is not confined by corporeal bounds. 
* According to this his divine nature he does not 
“ move, but he moves according to the incarnate 
“ body which he bore.—But when we say this, we 
“do not separate the humanity of the body which 
“he bore, since it is written in John, Hvery spirit 
« that separateth Jesus is not of God, (1 John iv. 
« 3.) but we give to each substance its peculiar na- 
“ture. For if every faithful man who 2s jomned 
“< unto the Lord is one spirit, (1 Cor. vi. 17.) how 
‘“ much more is that human nature, which Christ 
“ bore by his incarnation, not to be separated from 
‘** him, nor to be said to be different from him? Ob- 
“serve also how he says, Like a man travelling - 
“into a far country, (xxv. 14.) because he was not 
“ man, but ke a man; and he may travel into a 
«< far country like a man, who according to his di- 
“‘ vine nature was every where For he is not a 
‘* mere man, who is wherever two or three shall be 
“ gathered together in his name: nor is a mere man 
“with us always even to the end of the world. 
“ Nor is a mere man present wherever the faithful 
“‘ are met together, but the divine power which was 
“in Jesus ®.” 


n Qui in medio etiam ne-  nitus Dei est, Deus Verbum et 
scientium se consistit, Unige- Sapientia, et Justitia et Veri- 
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The quotation which this passage contains from 
1 John iv. 3. is so different from the text in our 
printed editions, that I cannot help making a few 
remarks upon it. Origen, as we have seen, or at 
least his Latin translator, reads it, Omnis spiritus, 
gui solvit Jesum, non est ex Deo. The verse, as it 
appears in all our printed copies, is this. [lay zvevua, 
0 py dprodover tov “Inootv Xprorov ev capKi eAndvbora, ex tod 
Qcov ovk bori, Kat TovTd eots TO ToD “Avtiypiortou, but 
Griesbach decides, that we ought to read way meipa, 
0 py Oporayel tov Iycody, éx Tov Oecd ovK éott, K.T. A. 

I can hardly think, that this rejection of the 
words éy capxi éAyAvbora is supported by authority. 
Socrates tells us°, that the passage had been cor- 
rupted by those, who wished to separate the hu- 
manity of Christ from his divinity, and that the old 
copies read wav avevua 0 Aver Tov Inootv amo tov Oeor 
eux €ott, Which exactly agrees with Origen’s quota- 
tion: but the remarks which Socrates makes, would 


tas, qui non est corporeo ambitu 
circumclusus. Secundum hanc 
divinitatis suze naturam non 
peregrinatur, sed peregrinatur 
secundum dispensationem cor- 
poris quod suscepit. Secundum 
quod et turbatus est, et tristis 
factus est, dicens &c. Hec 
autem dicentes non solvimus 
suscepti corporis hominem, cum 
sit scriptum apud Joannem, 
Omnis spiritus qui solvit Jesum 
non est ex Deo, (1 Jo. iv. 3.) 
sed unicuique substantie pro- 
prietatem servamus. Si enim 
omnis homo fidelis qui conjungi- 
tur Domino unus spiritus est, 
quanto magis homo ille quem 
secundum dispensationem car- 


nis Christus suscepit, non est 
solvendus ab eo, nec alter est 
dicendus ab eo? Et vide quo-, 
modo ait, Sicut homo peregre 
futurus : quoniam non erat ho- 
mo, sed sicut homo: et quasi 
homo peregrinabitur, qui erat 
ubique secundum divinitatis na- 
turani Nec enim est homo, 
qui est ubicunque duo vel tres 
in nomine ejus fuerint congre- 
gati. Neque homo nobiscum 
est omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem seculi. Nec 
congregatis ubique fidelibus ho- 
mo est presens, sed virtus di- 
vina que erat in Jesu. 
®: VILigo.p.ig81. 
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almost lead us to think that his old copies read xév 
TvEdAa, 0 AvEr tov Iycotv awd tov Oecd, ex Tov Oeod ov 
€oTh. 

The Latin version of Irenzeus agrees with Origen 
in preserving the old reading, Omnis spiritus qua 
solvit Jesum non est.ex Deo, sed de Antichristo 
est?, The Vulgate also has the same reading: all 
which seems to shew an agreement in the Latin 
copies. 

The authority for the words which Griesbach ex- 
cludes, é& capxi édAyAvbera, is also very old. Polycarp 
evidently alludes to this passage, when he says 4, 
wos Oo ay iy omoroyy Tycovy Xpioroy ey oapKl eAnAvbevas ay- 
tixporés éore’ and it might be thought, that Ignatius 
had read é& capxi édyAvbera, from the following expres- 
sion in his epistle to the Smyrnzans, (c. 5. p. 36.) ri 
yup pe wereld Tis, €f ene emauvel, Tov S€ Kvpiov pov Baa- 
opyel, Ay omorcyav avroy capxopepov; Tertullian seems 
to recognise both readings—Joannes apostolus, qui 
jam antichristos dicit processisse in mundum pre- 
cursores Antichristi spiritus, negantes Christum 
am carne venisse et solventes Jesum*™: and again, 
Joannes in Epistola eos maxime antichristos vo- 
cat, qui Christum negarent in carne venisse, et qui 
non putarent Jesum esse Milium Det’. Cyprian 
reads Omnis spiritus qui confitetur Jesum Chri- 
stum in carne venisse de Deo est: qui autem negat 
wn carne venisse, de Deo non est, sed est de Anti- 
christi spwitu'. Dionysius of Alexandria at p. 261. 
quotes €L Tis ov our OpnoAoryes "Iyooby Xpioroy ey capKi 


P IIT. 16, 8. p. 207. * De Preser., Her: 093..p) 
q Ep. ad Philip. c.7. p.188. 214. 
¥ Adv. Marc. V. 16. 480, 1. t Test. II. 8. p. 288. 
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eAnrvbora, obtés éorw 6 Avtiypiotes: and at p.80. he 
expressly says, that in this Epistle John spoke apo¢ 
TOUS OvK ev capKl pacKkortas eAyAvbevax Tov Kvpioy. 

All these authorities might lead us to question 
the propriety of adopting Griesbach’s reading: at 
least I do not see how we can reject the words & 
capxt édAyAvééra, Which appear in so many quotations, 
unless we follow what Socrates calls the old reading, 
0 Aves Tov "Iycotv. I may add, that the antithesis be- 
tween the second and third verses would seem to 
require that the words éy capxi édydviéra should 
appear in both: and in the second Epistle, v. 7. we 
have an expression very similar to that of the re- 
ceived text, morro: wAdvor eionrboy eis Tov KOT [OV Ob [LY 
oporoyoutes Inoovv Xproroy Envy OL vOV ey copKe ovTOS eoTLY 
6 WAdVOS Kal 6 "Avtiypiotos. | 

249. Origenis in Matt. vol. III. p. 902. 

Commenting upon those words, « My soul is ex- 
“ ceeding sorrowful,” (xxvi. 38.) he says, “ He 
“began to be sorrowful according to his human 
*‘ nature, which is subject to such feelings, but not — 
“according to his divine power, which is far re- 
“moved from any feeling of this kind. And we 
“say this of Jesus, that you may not suppose, as 
“ some heresies, that he was a mere man; but that 
“ God took the real nature of a human body, which 
** might suffer together with our infirmities, since he 
‘*¢ also was clothed with the infirmities of a human 
* body ”.” 


« Ergo coepit quidem tristari Et hec dicimus de Jesu, ut non 
secundum humanam naturam, arbitreris, sicut quedam he- 
que talibus passionibus subdita reses, hominem eum fuisse, sed 
est, non autem secundum divi- Deum veram humani corporis 
nam virtutem, que ab hujus-  suscepisse naturam, qui poterat 
modi passione longe remota est. compati infirmitatibus nostris, 


x 
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250. Origenis in Matt. vol. II]. p. 920. 
Origen observes, that the temptation, which is 
recorded by the three first evangelists, is not men- 
tioned by St. John, “ Who gave an account of his 
*¢ spiritual nature: for the Truth, and the Life, and 
“the Resurrection, and the true Light are not 
“tempted: but he was tempted according to the 
“human nature, which the only-begotten God 
“ assumed *.” 

We find the same observation in the XXIXthhomi- 
ly on Luke, when he is commenting upon those words, 
“ Man doth not live by bread alone,” after which 
he says, “ We may see that the Son of God does not | 
** say this, but the human nature, which the Son of 
‘“‘ God condescended to assume: for he answers as if 
“ concerning a man, and says, It 7s written, Man 
“does not live by bread alone: from which it is 
“ plain, that not God but man was tempted. After 
* diligently examining the meaning of Scripture, 
““ J think that I have found the reason why John 
*‘ has not described the temptation of our Lord, but 
“ only Matthew, Luke, and Mark. For John, who 
“made his exordium from God, by saying, In the 
* beginning, &c. and could not compose an account 
“‘ of his divine birth, but only expressed that he was 
“ of God and with God, added, and the Word was 
“ made flesh. Consequently because God, of whom 
“he was treating, cannot be tempted, therefore he 
*“« does not introduce him as tempted by the Devil— 


quoniam et ipse circumdatus nec enim tentatur Veritas, et 

erat infirma natura humanicor- Vita, et Resurrectio, et Lumen 

poris. verum: sed tentabatur secun- — 
x dui Joannem dum hominem quem susceperat 

autem, qui spiritalis nature ejus unigenitus Deus. 

.fecit sermonem, non tentatur : 
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“ If therefore the Son of God, who is God, became 
‘‘ man for your sakes, and is tempted, you, who by 
“‘ nature are man, ought not to complain if you are 
“‘ tempted Y.” | 
251. Origenis in Joannem tom. II. vol. IV. p. 85. 

Speaking of our Saviour and John the Baptist, 
one of whom was called the Word and the other the 
voice, he says, “ In one word, when John points 
“ out Christ, a man points out God and the incor- 
*‘ poreal Saviour ’.” Compare Hippolytus N°. 147. 
p- 236. | 

252. Origenis in Joan. tom. II. vol. IV. p. 87. 

« The same came for a witness, to be a witness 
“ of the Light, that all men through him might be- 
“ lieve.” (i. 7.) Origen informs us, that some heretics 
objected to this passage, because Christ, if he was 
God, could have no need of any one to bear witness 
of him. ‘“ We must say therefore in answer to such 
* men, that since there may be many causes, which 
“ excite men to believe, (for some persons will not 
* be moved by this demonstration, but will by that,) 
“ God is able to afford to men many opportunities 


y Simulque videamus quod 
hec loquatur non Filius Dei, 
sed homo, quem Filius’ Dei 
dignatus est assumere: quasi 
de homine enim respondet, et 
dicit, Scriptum est, &c. ex quo 
manifestum, non Deum, sed ho- 
minem fuisse tentatum. Scrip- 
ture sensum diligenter eventi- 
lans, reor invenire me causam 
quare Joannes tentationem Do- 
mini non descripserit, sed tan- 
tum Mattheus, Lucas et Mar- 
cus. Joannes enim, qui a Deo 
exordium fecerat, dicens, In 
principio &c. nec poterat divine 


generationis ordinem texere, sed 
tantummodo quod ex Deo et 
cum Deo esset expresserat, ad- 
jecit, Et Verbum caro factum est. 
Porro quia Deus tentari non pot- 
est, de quo ei erat sermo, ideo 
tentari illum a Diabolo non in- 
troducit. Si igitur Filius 
Dei Deus pro te homo factus 
est et tentatur, qui natura homo 
es non debes indignari si forte 
tentaris. p. 967. 

2 "Ore “Iwdvyyg tov Xpiordy del- 
kvvaw, &vOpwmes Oedy delxvucs,. Kas 
Twrnpa Toy acduatoy, Kal payy Tov 
Adyor. 
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of persuading themselves, that God, who is over 
all created things, became man *.” 


253. Origenis in Joan. tom. II. vol. IV. p. 92. 

“ The only-begotten God therefore our Saviour, 
“alone begotten by the Father, is Son by nature 
“and not by adoption: but he is born from the 
“ very mind of the Father, like the will is from the 
‘“ mind. For the divine nature, i.e. the nature of 
“ the unbegotten Father, is not divisible, so that we 
* might suppose that the Son was produced either 


*‘ by division or by lessening of his substance. 


But 


‘“‘ whether we are to speak of the mind, or the heart, 
‘“‘ or the sensation of God, He became the Father of 
“ the Word, Himself continuing unaltered, putting 


Cay 
a \ 


forth the germ of His will; which Word, remain- 


“ing in the bosom of his Father, announces God, 
“ whom no one hath seen at any time, and reveals 
“ the Father, whom no one hath known except him 


6 


nn 


“‘ towards Him °.” 


only, to those whom his heavenly Father draws 


254. Origenis in Joan. tom. V. vol. IV. p. 99. 

The next quotation has nearly the same beginning 
with the last. “The only-begotten Son our Saviour, 
‘* who alone is born of the Father, is alone the Son 


a Nexréoy ovy Tpos avTods 
exe Toy Oety trAcrovas acpoppcs ay- 
Operas mapexesy, tye wapadex Oy ore 
eds 6 trep mavta TH yevyt& evyy- 
Opamncey. 

> Unigenitus ergo Deus Sal- 
vator noster, solus a Patre gene- 
ratus, natura et non adoptione 
Filius est; natus autem ex ipsa 
Patris mente, sicut voluntas ex 
mente. Non enim divisibilis est 
divina natura, id est, ingeniti 
Patris, ut putemus vel divisione, 


vel imminutione substantie ejus 
Filium esse progenitum. Sed 
sive mens, sive cor, aut sensus 
de Deo dicendus est, indiscus- 
sus permanens, germen profe- ° 
rens Voluntatis, factus est Ver- 
bi Pater ; quod Verbum in sinu 
Patris requiescens, ‘annunciat 
Deum, quem nemo vidit un- 
quam, et revelat Patrem, quem 
nemo cognovit nisi ipse solus, 
his quos ad eum Pater ceelestis 
attraxerit. 
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“ by nature, and not by adoption. There is 
“ therefore one true God, who only hath immortality 
“ dwelling in the light, which no man can approach 
“ unto: the one true God, lest we should believe, 
“that the name of the true God is applicable to 
“many. So also they, who receive the Spirit of 
“the adoption of sons, whereby we cry, Abba, 
“« Father, (Rom. viii. 15.) are sons of God, but not 
‘as the only-begotten Son. For the only-begotten 
“‘ is Son by nature, and always and inseparably Son: 
“‘ but the others, inasmuch as they have taken upon 
“themselves the Son of God, have received power 
“to become the sons of God: who although they 
« are born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, 
“ nor of the will of man, but of God, (John i. 13.) 
“are yet not born of that birth, by which the only- 
* begotten Son is born. Consequently the same 
‘‘ difference which there is between the true God, 
‘* and those to whom it is said, I have said, Ye are 
“ gods, (Psalm Ixxxii. 6.) exists also between the 
“true Son, and those who are called all of them 
« children of the Most High*.” 


The two last quotations are preserved by Pam- 


© Unigenitus Filius Salvator 
noster, qui solus ex Patre natus 
est, solus natura et non ado- 
ptione Filius est——Unus ergo 
est verus Deus, Qui solus habet 
&c. Unus et verus Deus, ne 
scilicet multis veri Dei nomen 
convenire credamus. Ita ergo 
et hi, qui accipiunt Spiritum 
adoptionis &c. filii- quidem Dei 


sunt, sed non sicut unigenitus- 


Filius. Unigenitus enim natura 
Filius et semper et inseparabili- 
ter Filius est: czteri vero pro 


eo quod susceperunt in se Fi- 
lium Dei, potestatem accepe- 
runt filii Dei fieri. Qui licet non 
ex sanguinibus, neque ex volun- 
tate &c. non tamen ea nativi- 
tate sunt nati, qua natus est 
unigenitus Filius. Propter quod 
quantam differentiam verus Deus 
habet ad eos, quibus dicitur, 
Ego dizi, dii estis, tantam dif- 
ferentiam habet verus Filius ad 
eos, qui audiunt, Filit Excelst 
omnes. 
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philus in his Defence of Origen’; and the second is 
adduced as proving, that “ the Son was born of the 
‘ Father, and is of one substance with the Father, 
“‘ and different from the substance of created things.” 
255. Origenis in Joan. tom. VI. vol. IV. p. 152. 
Upon those words of John the Baptist, “ Behold 
“ the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sins of 
“ the world,” (i. 29.) Origen observes, “‘ He who of- 
‘‘ fered this Lamb for the sacrifice was God in man, 
“the great High Priest, who shews this by saying, 
“« No one taketh away my life from me°.” (x. 18.) 
256. Origenis in Joan. tom. X. vol. IV. p. 165. 
“* As far as relates to words, we may say contrary 
“ things concerning our Lord, that he was born of 
‘«‘ David, and that he was not born of David: for it 
“is true that he was born of David, as the apostle 
“ says, born of the seed of David according to the 
« flesh. (Rom. i. 3.) if we understand his corporeal 
“ part: but this is false, that he was born of the seed 
“ of David, if we understand it of his divine power: 
« for he was declared to be the Son of God with 
‘“* power. And perhaps it is for this reason, that the 
‘“‘ holy Scriptures sometimes call. him a servant, and 
“ sometimes Son: a servant, on account of the 
‘‘ form of a servant, and as the seed of David: but 
“Son of God, on account of his firstborn essence : 
‘“ thus it is true to call him a man, and not a man: 
“a man, with respect to that part which is capable 
“of death: but not a@ man, with respect to that 
“ which is diviner than man. I imagine, that Mar- 
“‘ cion, perverting the sound doctrine which he re- 


d Capa. pi 33, 34. To ny Oeds, peyas apxsepeds, Sort4¢ 
© °O d€ mpocayayay rovtay tov TovTo OyArct Sic Tod, Oddelo aiper 
cyavoy emt thy Auoiay 6 év TO dvOpd- Kk. T. A, 
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“ ceived, and denying his birth from Mary, teaches 
“with reference to his divine nature, that he was 
“‘ not born of Mary: and therefore he has dared to 


* erase these places from the Gospel. 


They seem to 


‘¢ be something similar, who deny his humanity, and 
“admit his divinity only: and those, who are just 
*‘ contrary, who destroy his divinity, and receive him 
“as a holy man, the most righteous of all men '.” 


257. 


Origenis in Joan. tom. XX. vol. IV. p. 320. 


« But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath 
“told you the truth, which I have heard from 
“ God.” (viii. 40.) “ They who seek to kill him, 
* since God is not killed, even if they do kill him, 
“killa man. And if they seek to kill him, but have 
“not yet done it, they do not think the person, 
“against whom they are conspiring, is God, and 


“ conspire against him as a man. 


For no one, if he 


“ were persuaded that it is God, against whom he is 
* conspiring, would conspire against him 8.” 
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Origenis in Joan. tom. XXVIII. 
vol. IV. p. 392. 

“ It is expedient for us, that one man should die 
« for the people.” (xi. 50.) Upon these words Origen 
remarks, “ Since it was a man who died, but Truth 
‘‘ was not a man, nor was Wisdom, and Peace, and 
“‘ Righteousness, and that of which it was written, 
“ The Word was God, God the Word and Truth 
“and Wisdom and Righteousness, did not die: for 
“ the mage of the invisible God, the firstborn of 
“ every creature, was incapable of death ».” 

259. Origenis in Joan. tom. XXXII. 
vol. IV. p. 429. | 

‘‘ First of all believe that there is one God, who 
created and arranged all things, and made all 
“ things to be out of nothing: we must also believe, 
“ that Jesus Christ is Lord: and we must believe 
“‘ all the truth concerning his divinity and humanity: 
“ we must also believe in the Holy Ghost. If any 
* one believe that he who was crucified under Pon- 
“ tius Pilate sojourned in the world as something 
“ holy and the cause of salvation, but that he did 
“not receive his birth from the Virgin Mary and 
“ the Holy Ghost, but from Joseph and Mary, such 
“a man would be deficient in what is most necessary 
“ for entire faith. Or on the other hand, if any one 
“* should in an erroneous sense admit his divinity, but 
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“ taking offence at his humanity should believe that 
“ there was nothing human about him, and that he 
* did not take a substance: such a man would come 
“ short of perfect faith in no small degree: or if on 
“the contrary he admitted what concerns his hu- 
* manity, but denied the substance of the only be- 
“gotten, and of the firstborn of every creature, 
“ such a man would not be able to say, that he had 
“all faith*.” The reader is again referred to the 
assertion of Dr. Priestley, (see p.87 and 173.) that the 
Fathers never mention the Unitarians as heretics : 
and he extends this remark in particular to Origen }, 
but he takes no notice whatever of the present quo- 
tation, in which, if words have any meaning, the fun- 
- damental tenets of the Unitarians are condemned as 
heretical. 
The Homilies of Origen upon the Epistle to the 
Romans supply some strong testimonies to the divin- 
ity of Christ: but they have only come down to us 
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xovta. “H ef dvdmadw te pev wept 
aitoy avOpdmwa mpocioro, tyy de 
imecraciy TOU jovoyevods, Kal mpw- 
ToTcKou muons KTIcEews AbeTor, Kal 
obT0s od BWvaiTo Ayer T&TAY evel 
ty «ict. In the Benedictine 
edition, mapexdéyairo is translated 
admittat: and at p. 165. rapex~ 
deEdpevy is translated respu- 
entem ; which meanings contra- 


dict each other, and are neither 


of them right: rapexdeyerOas Is 
to recewe a thing, but in a 
wrong sense: or to pervert that 
which is received. 

| History of early opinions, 
vol. Te pi.292) 
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in the Latin translation of Rufinus, which, according 
to his own statement, differed considerably from the 
original: and wherever any of the Greek has been 
preserved, we find this to be remarkably the case. — 
I shall therefore not bring forward any of these tes- 
timonies: but they may be found in pages 541, 573, 
599, 612, 624. | 
260. Origenis in Kpist. ad Gal. vol. IV. p. 690. 
The following passage is preserved by Pamphilus 
in his Defence of Origen, p. 35. “ From those words 
“of the Apostle, Paul, an apostle, not of men, 
“neither by man, but by Jesus Christ, (i. 1.) we 
‘‘ may plainly understand, that Christ Jesus was not 
“a man, but a divine nature. because he knew 
«him to be of a higher nature, he therefore said that 
“‘ he was not called by man™.” And shortly after 
upon those words, “ But I certify you, brethren,” 
(i. 11.) he says, “ Now observe what he writes: be- 
** cause any one who connects this passage with the 
“‘ former may easily understand and prove to those 
“‘who deny the divinity of Jesus Christ, and pro- 
‘* nounce him to be a mere man, that Jesus Christ is 
“ not a mere man, but God, the Son of God. For 
“the apostle says, that the Gospel which I have 
“ preached unto you is not after men, but after Je- 
“sus Christ. He therefore evidently shews, that 
«“ Jesus Christ is not a man: but if he is not man, 
“ undoubtedly he is God: and farther he will be no- 
“ thing else but God and man ”.” 


Paulus &c. Quem utique 


m Ex eo quod dixit apostolus, 
quia sciebat excellentioris esse 


Paulus &c. manifeste datur in- 


telligi quia non erat homo Chri- 
stus Jesus, sed erat divina na- 
tura. Non enim si homo esset, 
dixisset Paulus hoc quod ait, 


nature, propterea se dixit non 

assumptum esse per hominem. 
" Adverte ergo quid scribit, 

quia convenienter quis et hee 
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261. Origenis in Eipist. ad Titum vol. IV. p. 695. 


Origen having given his definition of a heretic 


proceeds to point out some particular heresies. “ We 


6¢ 


6¢ 


19 


n 
n 


66 


must have the same opinion of him, who conceives 
any false notion of our Lord Jesus Christ ; either 
according to those, who say that he was born of 
Joseph and Mary, like the Ebionites and Valenti- 
nians: or according to those, who deny him to be 
the firstborn and God of the whole creation, and 
the Word, and Wisdom &c. but who say that 
he is a mere man. Those also, who say, that 
the Lord Jesus was a man before known and pre- 
ordained, who before his advent in the flesh did 
not exist substantially and properly; but that be- 
ing born a mere man he had in himself only the 
divinity of the Father; they cannot, without dan- 
ger, be reckoned in the number of the church: as 
those also, who-with more superstition than reli- 
gion, that they may not appear to make two Gods, 
nor on the other hand to deny the divinity of the 
Saviour, assert that there is one and the same ex- 
istence of the Father and Son, 1. e. that one hypo- 
stasis exists, which receives two names according 
to the difference of causes; 1. e. one person an- 
swering to two names: and these are called in La- 
tin Patripassians °.” 


adjungens prioribus intelligere 
poterit, et ostendere his qui ne- 
gant deitatem Jesu Christi, sed 
hominem eum solum pronun- 
ciant, quod non est homo, sed 
Deus, Dei Filius Jesus Christus. 
Sic enim dicit apostolus, Quia 
Evangelium &c. Evidenter ergo 
ostendit quia Christus Jesus non 
est homo: si autem non est 


homo, sine dubio Deus est: imo 
non aliud erit nisi Deus et 
homo. 

° Sed nunc unum atque idem 
credendum est etiam de eo qui 
de Domino nostro Jesu Christo 
falsi_ aliquid senserit, sive se- 
cundum eos qui dicunt eum ex 
Joseph et Maria natum, sicut 
sunt Ebionite et Valentiniani : 
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It might be thought at first, that Origen here e- 
spoused the Arian doctrine of dividing the substance 
of the Father and the Son. It is true, that he con- 
demns the doctrine as heretical which taught that 
there was only one hypostasis: but we must remem- 
ber, that hypostasis, which was used by later writers 
for substance, was taken in the time of Origen to 
signify person: and in this passage he alludes to 
the Patripassian heresy, (to which the Sabellian was 
nearly allied,) of confounding the persons of the Fa- 


ther and the Son. 


sive secundum eos qui primo- 
genitum eum negant, et totius 
creature Deum, et Verbum et 
Sapientiam sed hominem 
solum eum dicentes. Sed et 
eos qui hominem dicunt Domi- 
num Jesum precognitum et 
predestinatum, qui dante adven- 
tum carnalem substantialiter et 
proprie non extiterit, sed quod 
homo natus Patris solam in se 
habuerit deitatem, ne illos qui- 
dem sine periculo esse eccle- 
sie numero sociari: sicut et il- 
los qui superstitiose magis quam 
religiose, uti ne videantur duos 
Deos dicere, neque rursum_ ne- 
gare Salvatoris deitatem, unam 
eandemque subsistentiam Patris 
ac Filii asseverant, id est, duo 
quidem nomina secundum di- 
versitatem causarum recipien- 
tem, unam tamen_ hypostasin 
subsistere, id est, unam_per- 
sonam duobus nominibus sub- 
jacentem, qui Latine Patripas- 
siani appellantur. 

PL. VU. 12. p- 750. eva, ovy 
Ocdy, ao amodeddxaper, Toy Tatépc 
Kal roy viev Pepatevopey Opy- 
oKEvoLey cov Toy maTepe THs aAy- 
belas, Kat vay viev Thy aAnbeay, ovTa 


In his work against Celsus ?, he 


ovo TH tmoctare: TPaymKata, ev de 
TH bnovolg, Kab T] TuUpavig., Kal TH 
Tavterynts Tov BovrAypartos. It ap- 
pears that Origen even used od- 
cia in the sense of person: thus 
we find him saying—ei €repos 


> > / ne / / ] € 
~-KQ@T OUCIAV K&L UTOKELIAEVOS ( « UTTO- 


Keinevev) eat 6 vies Tod Tarpds. 
(de Oratione, 15. vol. I. p. 222.) 
in which he meant to say, that 
the Son differed in personal in- 
dividuality from the Father. 
That this is the sense in which 
he used the word otcia, is plain 
from the following passage, 
where he speaks of heretics who 
conceived of the Logos as of a 
word uttered by the mouth, 
and thus giving no substantial 
existence to the Son—xal cata 
ToUTO tmoctacw avTe ov Oidoaciy, 
3% lf 3 ~ , > 
ovde ovoiay avtov cayyitovoly, ov- 
dra pauey Toiavde, 4 Toiavde, GAN 
onws mote ovciay. (in Joan. tom. I. 
23. vol. IV. p. 26.) His own _ 
doctrine is also declared in the 
following passage, where he 
speaks of a heretic, doynarfoy 
NX: SF \ s\/ € 4 
pnde odolay tive idiay tperrdvar 
T0d cdylov Ivevpraros érépay mapee toy 
/ \ \ e/ < 
TATEDA Kb TOY VIOY. but he says of 
himself, yueis pcvrorye tpeig bmo- 
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expressly calls those persons heretics, who deny that 
the Father and Son are two hypostases; and he adds, 
** We worship the Father and the Son, who are two 
“in hypostasis.” In these places hypostasis is used 
for person. The word in its proper signification is 
applied to any thing which has an individual and 
substantial existence: thus we may speak of the 

hypostasis of man; by which we may mean either 
- the substance of man as different from the substance 
of any other animal, taken generically ; or we may 
mean the substance of any individual man, e. g. 
Homer or Cicero. In this latter sense the word 
comes to signify person, always retaining the idea 
of individuality and substantiality. And in this 
sense most of the Fathers used the term) who wrote 
before the council of Nice. 

But since it might also be applied to God, and 
mean either the substance of God, i. e. His dis- 
tinctive essence, which separated Him from every, 
other being; or the individual person whom we call 
God; there arose an ambiguity in the term; and 
persons speaking of the Trinity might say either 
that there were three hypostases, meaning three 
individual persons, each of whom had a substantial 
existence, or that there was one hypostasis, mean- 
ing that there was one substantial mode of being, 
which was common to the Father, Son, and Holy 


/ 


/ t V4 Ni 
otaces meOouevos tTryxavery, Toy 
4 \ ‘ x \ XN ; 
TATEDA, Kal Toy viov, Kal TO arysoy 


early Opinions, vol. II. p. 353.) 
The essence of the Father and 


Tlvedue. (in Joan. tom. II. 6. p. 
' 61.) Dr. Priestley was surely in- 
- correct, when he asserts that 
Origen expressly said, that the 
Father and the Son were diffe- 
rent in their essence. (Hist. of 


the Son was not the subject of 
controversy in Origen’s days, 
but the personality or imdivi- 
duality of the Son, which was 
destroyed on the Patripassian 
and Sabellian hypotheses. 
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’ Ghost. Hence some persons were branded with the 
name of heretic, though they were only guilty of a 
confusion of terms: and when it is said, that Sabel- 
lius held one hypostasis in opposition to the church, 
which held three hypostases, the statement is calcu- 
lated to mislead, because the same word is taken in 
two senses. Sabellius believed that there was one 
substance, meaning that there was only one person, 
who was substantially God: thus using hypostasis 
in each of its senses. But when the orthodox party 
said that there were three hypostases, they did not 
mean to deny that there was only one substantial 
essence which was God, but they meant that there 
were three persons, who though individually and nu- 
merically distinct were united in this one substance 4. 

What Sabellius meant by hypostasis, vrécracis, 
later writers expressed by oveia; and the orthodox 
sense of the term was less equivocally conveyed by 
mpoowrey, person. But the Latin writers contributed 
to increase the confusion, by translating both ovcia 
and indcracis by the same word substantia, substance. 
The Latins, from their dread of Arianism, would 
never say that there were three hypostases, because 
it sounded as if they said, that there were three sub- 
stances: and the Greeks had an equal dislike to 
acknowledging one hypostasis, for fear of counte- — 
nancing Sabellianism, which denied that there were 
three persons. At length however all parties began 
to perceive, that they were taking offence at a mere 
word: and in the council of Alexandria, which was 


4 Dr. Priestley falsely accuses Father and Son. They only dif- - 
the councils of Antioch and Nice fered in their use of the word - 
of contradicting each other con- hypostasis. History of early 
cerning the consubstantiality of Opinions, vol. II. p. 337. 
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held in the year 362, it was wisely agreed, that the 
word hypostasis might be used in either sense with- 
out impeaching the orthodoxy of him who used it”. 
262. Origenis in Epist. ad Heb. vol. lV. p. 697. 
The eternity of the Son is clearly expressed in the 
following passage, which is adduced by Pamphilus 
in his Defence of Origen, as shewing that the Father 
was not before the Son, but that the Son is coeternal 
with the Father. “ What else can we think eternal 
“ light to be, than God the Father, who never ex- 
“isted when there was light without brightness be- 
“longing to it? For light cannot be conceived as 
“* ever existing without its brightness. If this be true, 
“ there never was a time, when the Son was not a 
«Son. But he was not, as we have said of eternal 
*“‘ light, unborn, lest we should seem to maintain 
‘“‘ two principles of light; but like the brightness of 
“unborn light, having that same light as its begin- 
“ning and source, being born from it: but there 
‘“‘ never was a time when it was not’.”. We may 
observe, that this passage denies the fundamental 
tenet of Arianism, that there was a time when 
Christ was not. Compare Dionysius N°. 300. 
263. Origenis in Iipist. ad Heb. vol. IV. p. 697. 
“We ask those who are unwilling to confess the 


t See Bull Defens. sect. II. 


verum est, nunquam est quando 
g. 11. &c. Waterland, II. p. 


Filius non Filius fuit. Erat au- 


247. IV. p. 415. Suicer in v. 
UTOTTATIC. 

Ss Lux autem eterna quid 
aliud est sentiendum, quam 
Deus Pater, qui nunquam fuit 
quando lux quidem esset, splen- 
dor vero ei non adesset ? Neque 
enim lux sine splendore suo un- 
quam intelligi potest. Quod si 


tem, non sicut de eterna luce 
diximus, innatus, ne duo prin- 
cipia lucis videamur inducere ; 
sed sicut ingenite lucis splen- 
dor, ipsam illam lucem initium 
habens ac fontem, natus quidem 
ex ipsa, sed non erat quando 
non erat. 
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“ Son of God to be God, how the human nature 
“ alone, if it had nothing exalted in itself, nor any 
“ thing of divine substance, could receive as an in- 
“ heritance every principality, and all power and 
“authority, and be preferred to, and placed over 
* all those things by the Father. Hence it appears 
“certain, that he, who receives the inheritance, 
‘ must be more exalted, and he must be so in kind, 
“and in species, and substance, and existence or 
* nature, and in every way whatsoever *.” 
264. Origenis in Kipist. ad Heb. vol. IV. p. 697. 

Origen illustrates the consubstantiality of the Son 
with the Father, and his proceeding from the Fa- 
ther, by a comparison with vapour proceeding from 
any substance, “So that we may conceive in a man- 
“ ner, that Christ, who is Wisdom, after the lke- 
“ness of that vapour which proceeds from any cor- 
* poreal substance, so he also rises like a sort of 
“ vapour out of the power of God: thus also Wis- 
“dom, which proceeds from him, is generated from 
“the very substance of God; and thus, after the 
“‘ likeness of a corporeal efflux, he is said to be the 
“ efflux of the glory of the Almighty, pure and un- 
“mixed. Both which likenesses most plainly shew, 
“that there is a communion of substance between - 
“the Son and the Father. For an efflux seems to 


t Interrogamus igitur eos quos omnibus preferri ac preeponi a 
piget confiteri Deum esse Filium Patre. Unde rectum videtur 
Dei, quomodo poterat sola hu- quod prestantior esse debeat is 
mana natura nibil in se habens qui hereditatem capit, et genere 
eximium, neque aliquid divine utique, et specie, et substantia, 
substantiz, hereditatem capere et subsistentia vel natura, atque 
omnem principatum, et omnem omnibus quibusque modis debet 
potestatem, et virtutem, et his esse preestantior. ; 
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“ be of one substance with that body, from which it 
“is an efflux or vapour ".” 

This passage, which is adduced by Pamphilus, 
p. 33. in proof of Origen’s orthodoxy, may easily be 
conceived to have been one:of those, which his ene- 
mies might misinterpret and turn against him. It 
would have been well indeed, if he had adhered to 
his own excellent observation given at N°. 236. and 
not inquired into the mysterious generation of the 
Son of God. But this passage, taken in conjunction 
with his other works, can never be said to prove 
that his opinions were heretical: in whatever sense 
we explain them, he cannot have been an Unitarian. 
We may compare the doctrine contained in it with 
what he says in vol. I. p. 752. where he calls Christ 
“the vapour of the power of God, and pure efflux 
“of the glory of the Almighty, the effulgence of 
“ eternal light, and unspotted mirror of the energy 
“of God.” The two expressions, vapour of the 
power of God, and effiux of the glory of the Al- 
mighty, are taken from the apocryphal Book of 
Wisdom, vii. 25. and Dionysius of Alexandria, in 
illustration of the generation of Christ as the Word, 
observes, that a word is an efflux of the mind, p. 93. 

I cannot help in this place making one remark 


nl ut vel ex parte aliqua 
intelligere possimus quomodo 
Christus, qui est Sapientia, se- 
cunduim similitudinem ejus va- 
poris qui de substantia aliqua 
corporea procedit, sic etiam ipse 
ut quidam vapor exoritur de 
virtute ipsius Dei: sic et sa- 
pientia ex eo procedens ex ipsa 
Dei substantia generatur. Sic 
nihilominus et secundum simili- 


tudinem corporalis aporrhee, 
esse dicitur aporrhea glorie 
Omnipotentis pura quedam et 
sincera. Que utreque similitu- 
dines manifestissime ostendunt 
communionem substantize esse 
Filio cum Patre. Aporrhea 
enim dusovc1ws videtur, id est, 
unius substantiz cum illo cor- 
pore ex quo est vel aporrhea 
vel vapor. 


iY 
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upon the Homilies of Origen. Dr. Priestley labours 
at great length in his History of early Opinions, 
to prove, that though the clergy and most of the 
learned in early times were Trinitarians, yet the 
unlettered multitude, i.e. the great body of Chris- 
tians, were Unitarians, and did not believe in the 
divinity or preexistence of Christ. He extends this 
‘remark even to the time of the council of Nice; and 
though he acknowledges, that no work of any Unita- 
rian writer has been preserved to us, he draws the 
inference from the cautious manner in which the 
doctrines of Christ’s divinity were advanced by such 
writers as Tertullian and Origen*. He brings one 
or two passages from these Fathers, in which he 
thinks that they describe the common people as 
being much shocked at the Trinitarian doctrines ’. 
It is not my intention to examine his interpretation | 
of these passages: but he should surely have re- 
membered, that the Homilies of Origen were ad- 
dressed to the people at large. ‘These Homilies are 
said to have amounted to a thousand in number: 
the extracts given from them will shew, and Dr. P. 
himself admits, that Origen 27 his writings asserted 
the divinity of Christ : how then can it be imagined, 
that Origen held a doctrine which he knew to be 
different from that of the laity and the unlearned, 
if he publicly preached this doctrine in all his Ho- 
milies ? 
Cyprianus. A.D. 250. 

Thascius Ceecilius Cyprianus was by birth an 
African. His parents were heathens; and he was 
converted to Christianity in the year 246 ; previous 


TIL p.274. 292. Y Ib. p. 292. 318, 19. 
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to which time he had delivered lectures upon rheto- 
ric. -In the year following his conversion he was 
ordained presbyter; and his reputation was so great, 
that the see of Carthage becoming vacant in 248, 
he was chosen almost unanimously by the wish of 
the clergy and people to succeed to the bishopric. 
His election was however opposed by five presbyters, 
whose turbulent conduct caused him considerable 
trouble and vexation. 

Cyprian soon found, what indeed he might have 
been prepared to expect, that the office of a Chris- 
tian bishop was not one of ease and security. The 
Decian persecution began about the year 249; and | 
the fury of it compelled Cyprian to retire for awhile 
from Carthage. He returned in 251, but dissensions 
within the church soon succeeded to troubles from 
without. In that same year he presided at a coun- 
cil, which was convened to decide upon the conduct 
of those persons, who, during persecution, had tem- 
porarily denied their faith. In 252 another council 
was held upon the same subject ; in each of which 
Cyprian supported the lenient side. 

Between that year and 256 three other councils 
were held to consider the question, whether baptism 
administered by heretics was valid, 1. e. whether per- 
sons so baptized ought to be rebaptized when they 
came over to the catholic church. Cyprian was de- 
cidedly of opinion, that such heretical baptisms were 
invalid; and the acts of the last council are extant 
among his works. 

In 252 a terrible pestilence succeeded to the | 
other calamities, which fell upon the African Chris- 
tlans; and Cyprian, among other duties which he 
fulfilled at that trying time, composed his book de 

Y 2% 
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Mortalitate. In 257, the persecution, which was 
countenanced by the emperor Valerian, again com- 
pelled the good bishop to leave his flock, and he 
was banished to Curubis. The same enemies who 
banished him, shortly afterwards recalled him: but 
it was only to bestow upon him that crown of mar- 
tyrdom, after which he had long and anxiously 
aspired. He was beheaded on the 14th of Sep- 
tember, 258. 

Many of his letters are extant, beside some short 
treatises upon different subjects; and the authority 
of Cyprian will always be appealed to by those, who 
think that the unity of the church is of vital interest 
to religion, by tending to preserve among its mem- 
bers a pure and uncorrupt faith, as well as brotherly 
love and concord. 

If the question of Christ’s divinity were to dexiena 
upon his receiving the title of God by the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers,. the testimony of Cyprian alone 
might be sufficient; for in most places, where he 
mentions the name of Christ, he calls him our Lord 
and God, and the Saviour, Jesus Christ: nor does 
he do this in controversy only, or where it might be 
suspected that he introduced the name of God on 
purpose to support a doctrine of his own; but it 
was evidently his usual habit of speaking and writ- 
ing: he called Christ God, as habitually as we call 
him Lord or Saviour. 

The places in which he does this are so nume- 
rous and so very plain, that I shall lay them before 
the reader in one connected series, without any in- 
troduction or separate comment upon each: and 
having read them, each person will be able to answer 
for himself, whether Cyprian really believed or no 
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that Jesus Christ was God: and the meaning which 
he attached to the word God may perhaps appear 
more evident, if we bear in mind the following de- 
claration, which he makes when he is condemning 
the worship of false gods; “ There is therefore one 
“ God, the Lord of all: for that sublimity cannot 
*‘ have a companion, since it alone possesses all 
** power ”.” | 

265. “ We have an Advocate and Intercessor for 
* our sins, Jesus Christ our Lord and God ®.” 

266. “ For what more glorious or happy privi- 
“ lege can any one receive from divine grace, than 
‘‘ in the midst of his executioners, in death ee to 
“‘ confess the Lord God » ?” 
267. ‘“ We acknowledge, that we have offered 
and still offer, without ceasing, the greatest thanks 
to God the Father Almighty, and to His Christ 
our Lord and God °.” 
268. “ Our Lord and God practised bitiateveh he 
“ taught ¢.” 
269. “ What will be the glory and how vast the © 
“ joy to be admitted to see God, to be honoured 
*“‘ with receiving the delight of salvation and ever- 
“ Jasting light together with Christ your Lord God®!” 
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2 Unus igitur omnium Do- 
minus est Deus. Neque enim 
illa sublimitas potest habere 
consortem, cum sola omnem 
teneat potestatem. De Idolo- 
‘rum Vanitate, p. 227. 

2 Habemus Advocatum et 
Deprecatorem pro peccatis no- 
stris Jesum Christum Dominum 
et Deum nostrum. Ep. VII. 
p- 15. 

> Quid enim gloriosius quidve 
felicius ulli hominum poterit ex 


divina dignatione contingere, 
quam inter ipsos carnifices in 
ipso interitu confiter1 Dominum 
Deum? Ep. XXVI. p.35. 

¢ Et egisse nos et agere ma- 
ximas gratias sine cessatione 
proftemur Deo Patri omnipo- 
tenti et Christo ejus Domino et 
Deo nostro. Ep. XLVII. p. 61. 

4 Dominus et Deus noster 
quicquid docuit et fecit. Ep. 
LVI. p.92. 

© Que erit gloria et quanta 
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270. «“ but to strive with all our might, 
that we may. conciliate Christ our Judge and 
Lord and God by our obedience f.” 

271. ‘If we cannot persuade some persons, so 
as to make them please Christ, let us at least, as 
far as is in our power, please Christ our Lord and 
God by observing his precepts’.” 

272. “ Yet since some either through ignorance 
or simplicity, when they consecrate the Lord’s 
cup and give it to the people, do not do that, 
which Jesus Christ, our Lord and God, the founder 
and teacher of this sacrifice, did and taught * ‘ 
273. ‘ What is dearer than he, who, that you 
might not endure any thing reluctantly, first suf- 
fered what he taught? What. is sweeter than he, 
who, when he is our Lord and God, yet makes the 
man who suffers for him a joint heir of the king- 
dom of heaven! ?” 
974. For if Jesus Christ, our Lord and God, 
is-himself the high priest of God the Father‘ ——” 


275. 


letitia admitti ut Deum videas, 
honorari ut cum Christo Do- 
mino Deo tuo salutis ac lucis 
eterne gaudium capias. Ep. 
LVI. p. 94. 

f—_ sed quibus possumus vi- 
ribus elaborare et velociter ge- 
rere ut Christum Judicem et 
Dominum et Deum nostrum 
promereamur obsequiis nostris. 
Ep. LX. p. 99, 100. 

& Si quibusdam suadere non 
possumus ut eos Christo pla- 
cere faciamus, nos certe, quod 
nostrum est, Christo Domino et 
Deo nostro, precepta ejus ser- 
vando, placeamus. Ep. LXII. 


‘¢ Kven our Lord himself, Jesus Christ, our 


p- 104. 
h 


non hoc faciunt quod 
Jesus Christus Dominus et 
Deus noster sacrificii hujus au- 
ctor et doctor fecit et docuit— 
Ep. LXIII. p. 104. 

‘ Quid eo dulcius, qui cum 
ipse sit Deus noster et Domi- 
nus tamen patientem pro se ho- 
minem regni coelestis efficit co- 
heredem? De Laude Martyrii, 
P- 349- 

k Nam si Jesus Christus Do- 
minus et Deus noster ipse est 
summus sacerdos Dei Patris— 


Ep. LXIII. p. rog. 
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“ King and Judge and God, observed the honour 
** due to high priests up to the day of his passion!.” 

276. “ But what blindness of mind is that, what 
*“‘ depravity, to refuse to acknowledge the unity of 
“ faith, which comes from God the Father and is 
“ delivered by Jesus Christ our Lord.and God ™ ?” 

277. «“ and how can he say, that remission 
“ of sins is there given in the name of Jesus Christ, 
*‘ where the Father, and Christ the Lord God, are 
*¢ blasphemed ® ?” | 

278. “Cyprian to Nemisianus, Felix, &c. &c. 
‘* and to the other brethren condemned to the mines,- 
“‘ martyrs of God the Father Almighty, and of Jesus 
* Christ our Lord and God °——” 

279. ‘ Why do we weep and grieve for our de- 
“ parting friends, as if they were lost, when Christ 
“himself our Lord and God advises us, and says, 
“ I am the resurrection &c. ?” 

That Cyprian gave the title of God to Jesus 
Christ, cannot be denied after these numerous in- 
_ stances in which he applies it to him. Neither 
surely can it be said, that he believed Christ to be 
God in a secondary or figurative sense, by delegation 


' Dominus etiam noster ipse 
Jesus Christus Rex et Judex et 
Deus noster usque ad _ passionis 
diem servavit honorem pontifi- 
cibus et sacerdotibus. Ep. LXV. 
Hore. . 

™ Que vero est animi ceci- 
tas, que pravitas, fidei unitatem 
de Deo Patre et de Jesu Christi 
Domini et Dei nostri traditione 
venientem nolle cognoscere ? 
Ep. UXXIV. p. 139. 

n—— et illic in nomine Je- 
su. Christi dicat remissionem 


peccatorum dari ubi blasphe- 
matur in Patrem et in Domi- 
num Deum Christum? Ep. 
LXXIV. p. 140. - 

° Cyprianus &c. martyribus 
Dei Patris omnipotentis et Jesu 
Christi Domini et Dei Conser- 
vatoris nostri eternam salutem. 
Ep. LXXVII. p. 158. 

P —— ipso Christo Domino 
et Deo nostro monente ac di- 
cente &c. De Mortalitate, p. 


235- 


Y 4 
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or by office. If he did not use the term God, when 
applied to Jesus Christ, in the same sense which he 
attached to it, when applied to the Father, there is — 
an end of all certainty of interpretation; and we 
must give up that established rule of criticism, that 
the author’s meaning in the use of any word is to be 
illustrated by his usual style and by the context. 
When Cyprian speaks of “ God the Father Almighty, 
‘‘ and His Christ our Lord and God,” of “ the faith 
“ which came from God the Father, and delivered 
** by Jesus Christ our Lord and God,” of “ the mar- 
“tyrs of God the Father Almighty and of Jesus 
“‘ Christ our Lord and God,” we can never surely 
imagine that in the same sentence the word God is 
always to be taken in two different senses. | 

Or when we find him using these expressions, 
« Jesus Christ our Lord and God,” “ Christ our 
« Judge and Lord and God,” “ Jesus Christ our 
“ King and Judge and Lord,” are we to be told 
that Christ is indeed literally our Lord and Judge 
and King, but that he is not literally our God ? We 
can never suppose that Cyprian was thus ignorant 
of the meaning of words, or careless in the use of 
them. That Christ is truly and not figuratively our 
Lord, that this is the title peculiarly belonging to 
him, even more distinctively than to God the Fa- 
ther, is undoubted, both from the works of the apo- 
stles, and from the universal practice of writers of 
every age. That Christ is to be really and literally 
our Judge, that it is the Son and not the Father, 
who will judge all men at the last day, can never be 
denied, if we believe the declarations of the apostles 
and of our Lord himself. Nor is it true to say, that 
Christ is figuratively our King. When the Israel- 
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ites first took possession of the land of Canaan, the 
Almighty was as much their King, and His word 
was as much the law of the land, as if He had sat 
upon a throne, and been visibly consulted by His 
subjects. Nor are we less the subjects of Jesus 
Christ. Though he differs from an earthly king, 
because his throne is not on earth but in heaven, 
yet his word is our law, and it is our duty to obey 
him, not figuratively, but literally. If Christ be not 
literally our King, he ‘is not literally our Lord and 
Judge: for these latter titles are also of human 
origin ; and we form our notion of their meaning 
from human customs and human powers: but ex- 
cepting only the difference between a visible and in- 
visible tribunal, we believe in the fullest sense of the 
expression, and indeed much more fully than the 
human application of the term admits, that Jesus 
Christ is our Lord and Judge and King. It fol- 
lows therefore, by every rule of interpretation, that 
Cyprian, who couples with these titles that of God, 
must also have intended, in the fullest and most un- 
limited sense of the expression, that Jesus Christ is 
God. : 

The following instances are perhaps still more ex- 
press, and may admit a few remarks. | 

280. Cypriant Epist. LX XIII. p. 133. 

This letter was written by Cyprian to Jubaianus, 
an African bishop, upon the question, whether bap- 
tism administered by heretics was valid. It is well 
known, that Cyprian decided in the negative; and 
among other reasons for coming to this conclusion, 
he says, “ If any one may be baptized by heretics, 
“he may also obtain remission of sins. If he has 
‘* obtained remission of sins, he is also sanctified and 
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«‘ made the temple of God: if he is sanctified and 
“ made the temple of God, I ask, of what God? If 
** you say, of the Creator, he cannot, because he does 
“ not believe in Him. If you say, of Christ, neither 
“ can that man be the temple of Christ, who denies 
*‘ Christ to be God 4.” 

281. Cypriani de Oratione Dominica p. 204. 

It is only necessary to observe the title of this 
treatise, to understand that the following expression 
alludes to Christ, “ Let us pray therefore, my be- 
“loved brethren, as God our Master has taught 
SAIS Foss 

282. Cypriani de Oratione Dominica p. 206. - 

The same may be said of the following passage, 
“‘ God, the Master of peace and concord, who hath 
“ taught us unity, hath thus wished one person to 
“ pray for all, in the same manner that he himself 
“‘ bears us all in one §.” : 

283. Cypriani de Idolorum Vanitate p. 228. 

“ This is the Power of God, this His Word t and 
* Wisdom and Glory. It is he, who infuses him- 
“ self into the Virgin, the Holy Spirit puts on flesh, 
‘‘ God is united with man. This is our God; this 
“is Christ, who being the Mediator of both puts on 


“‘ man, that he may lead him to the Father. 


4 Si peccatorum remissam 
consecutus est, et sanctificatus 
est, et templum Dei factus est, 
quero cujus Dei? Si Creatoris, 
non potuit, quia in eum non 
credidit. Si Christi, nec hujus 
fieri potuit templum, qui negat 
Deum Christum. Ep. LX-XIITI. 
Py 233% 

™ Oremus itaque, fratres di- 


Christ 


lectissimi, sicut Magister Deus 
docuit. 

& Deus pacis et concordiz 
Magister, qui docuit unitatem, 
sic orare unum pro omnibus vo-_ 
luit, quomodo in uno omnes 
ipse portavit. 

t T have translated Bate. 
Word, considering it to be the 
same with Logos. 
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** wished to be what man is, that man also might be 
“ what Christ is. The Jews also knew that Christ 
“ was to come, for he was always announced - 
“to them by the warnings of their prophets. But 
‘“ when his two-fold advent was declared, one which 
“ would fulfil the duty and example of a man, 
“the other which would prove him to be God, by 
“ not understanding the first advent, which was 
“ obscured in suffering and is gone by, they only 
“ believe the other, which will be manifest in~ 
“« power ".” | 
284. Cypriani de Bono Patientie p. 248. 

Having mentioned our Lord’s exhortation to bro- 
therly love, he says, “ Nor did Jesus Christ our God 
‘‘ and Lord merely teach this in words, he also ful- 
* filled it in deed : and because he said that he came 
“ down for this purpose, that he might do the will - 
“ of his Father, among other miracles of his power, 
“ by which he gave tokens of divine majesty, he 
* also preserved his Father’s patience by continued 
“suffering. In short all his acts, from his very first 


u Hic est Virtus Dei, hic 
Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus et Glo- 
ria. Hic in Virginem illabi- 
tur, carnem Spiritus Sanctus in- 
duitur, Deus cum homine mi- 
scetur. Hic Deus noster, hic 
Christus est, qui Mediator du- 
orum hominem induit, quem 
perducat ad Patrem. Quod 
homo est esse Christus voluit, 
ut et homo possit esse quod 
Christus est. Sciebant et Ju- 
dwi Christum esse venturum. 
Nam hic illis semper prophetis 
admonentibus annuntiabatur. 
Sed significato duplici ejus ad- 


ventu, uno qui exercitio et ex- 
emplo hominis fungeretur, al- 
tero qui Deum fateretur, non 
intelligendo primum adventum, 
qui in passione precessit occul- 
tus, ununr tantum credunt qui 
erit In potestate manifestus. 
Instead of carnem Spiritus 
Sanctus induitur, some read car- 
nem Spiritu Sancto cooperante 
induitur. Bishop Bull shews, 
that the Son is often called 
Holy Spirit. Defens. sect. II. 


c. 10. §. 2. as does the editor 
of Lactantius, II. 9. p. 143. 
note 8. 
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* 


“ coming, are marked by accompanying patience, 
“ that in the first place the Son of God came down 
“ from that heavenly height to earth, and did not 
“despise putting on human flesh, and, though he 
“* was not himself a sinner, to bear the sins of others. 
‘“‘ In the meantime, laying aside his immortality, he 
- suffers himself even to become mortal, that the in- 
“ nocent might be put to death for the salvation of 
“ the guilty *.” 

This is the passage to which I alluded at p. 124, 
as strongly illustrating the interpretation of Phil. ii. 
7. which in that place I endeavoured to establish. 

285. Cypriani de Bono Patientieé p. 254. 

At the end of this treatise he exhorts the Chris- 
tians not to seek for revenge against their perse- 
cutors, but to leave that to God. He then brings 
texts to prove that the day of vengeance would 
come, when the Lord would punish his adversaries : 
among other passages he quotes that of Isaiah xlii. 
13. The Lord God of hosts shall go forth, and di- 
minish the war; He shall stir up the contest, and 
shall cry over His enemies with courage. 
held my peace: shall I hold it for every? Upon 
which Cyprian observes, “ But who is this who says 
“that he has held his peace before, and will not 


I have © 


* Nec hoc Jesus Christus 
Deus et Dominus noster tantum 
verbis docuit, sed implevit et 
factis. Et quia ad hoc descen- 
disse se dixerat ut voluntatem 
Patris faceret, inter cetera mi- 
rabilia virtutum suarum, quibus 
indicia divine majestatis expres - 
sit, paternam quoque patien- 
tiam tolerantiz tenore servavit. 
Omnes denique actus ejus ab 
ipso statim adventu patientia 


comite signantur, quod primum 
de illa sublimitate coelesti ad 
terrena descendens non asper- 
natur Dei Filius carnem hominis 
induere, et cum peccator ipse 
non esset, aliena peccata por- 
tare. 

y This is Cyprian’s transla- 
tion of the passage, which dif- 
fers from the Hebrew, but 
agrees with the LXX. 
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* hold it for ever? It is He, who was brought as a 
“ sheep to the slaughter, and as a lamb before his 
« shearers is dumb, so he opened not his mouth.” 
(Isaiah lili. 77.) It is plain, that Cyprian here re- 
fers to Christ expressions which were uttered by 
Isaiah in the person of God the Father: and he 
goes on to say, “ This is he, who in his suffering 
* held his peace, but hereafter in his vengeance will 
*“ not hold it. This is our God, i.e. the God, not of 
** all, but of the faithful and believers, who when he 
* shall come in his second advent will not keep st- 
“© lence. God the Father has ordered His Son to 
“be worshipped, and the apostle Paul, remembering 
“ the divine command, declares and says, God hath 
“ highly exalted him, &c. (Phil. ii. 9.) and in the 
“« Apocalypse (xix. 10.) the angel resists John who 
“ wished to worship him, and says, See thou do tt 
“ not, for I am thy fellow-servant, and of thy bre- 
“thren. Worship Jesus the Lord*.” 

If we turn to the Book of Revelations, (xix. 10. 
or xxii. 9.) we find that Cyprian’s quotation differs 
from the received text, which is, I am thy fellow- 
servant and of thy brethren that have the testimony 
of Jesus: worship God: civwovrSs cov elu, KOL TOV 


5 n ~ 5 4 X\ - n 9 n. Nn nw 
ne Werpay Tov TOY EX OvTwY THY wapTuplay Tov Iycov" TH Dew 


* Quis’ autem est hic qui ta-  silebit——-Pater Deus preecepit 
cuisse se prius dicitet non sem- Filium suum adorari, et apo- 
per tacebit? Utique ille, qui stolus Paulus divini precept 
sicut ovis&c.  _ memor ponit et dicit, Deus ex- 

@ Hic est, qui cum in pas- altavit illum &c. Et. in Apo- 
sione tacuerit, in ultione post- calypsi angelus Joanni volenti 
modum non tacebit. Hic est adorare se resistit et dicit, Vide 
Deus noster, id est, non om- ne feceris, quia conservus tuus 
nium, sed fidelium et creden- sum et fratrum tuorum. Jesum 
tium Deus, qui cum in secundo Dominum adora. 
adventu manifestus venerit non 
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apockivyoov. Cyprian perhaps quoted from memory, 
which may account for his omitting the words, that 
have the testimony of Jesus: but the purpose, for 
which he quotes the text, shews that he must have 
read in the latter part of it, Worship Jesus the 
Lord. One MS. also reads the passage thus. It is 
not improbable that Cyprian’s copy had adeApayv 
cov Toy exovTov Tyv paptupiay Tov "Inood. ‘Incod to Kupio 
mpocxuvycov, and the word "Iycod being thus repeated 
might have caused the copyists to omit it in one 
place. | 
286. Cypriant Testimoniorum |. II. p. 284. 

The whole of ‘the second book of Testimonies 
against the Jews might be translated as proving © 
Cyprian’s belief in the divinity of Christ, the prin- 
cipal object of the book being to shew by a citation 
of texts that Christ is God. But it will be suffi- 
cient for our present purpose to mention the argu- 
ments of some of the chapters, and the most re- 
markable texts by which the doctrine is supported. 

The first chapter is to shew, that “ Christ the first-_ 
“begotten is the Wisdom of God, by whom all 
“ things were made.” Cyprian applies Prov. viii. 
22. to Christ, as we have already seen to have been 
the opinion of many of the Fathers: also Prov. ix... 
1. He refers to John xvii. 3—5. Col. i. 15. 18.” 
Rev. xxi. 6. I am Alpha and Omega, the begin- 
ning and the end, &c. which words Cyprian refers 
to Christ, and we may compare Isaiah xliv. 6. He 
also quotes 1 Cor. 1. 22—24. 

Chap. ii. “ That Christ is the Word of God°,” 


> Christum — primogenitum © Quod Christus idem sit 
esse Sapientiam Dei, per quem Sermo Dei. 
omnia facta sunt. 
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Psalm xxxiii. 6. evil. 20. John i. 1. &c*. Rev. xix. 
11—13. 

Chap. iv. “ That Christ is the hand. and arm of 
ssiGrodit,? 4 

Chap. v. “ That Christ is an Angel and God ‘.” 
Cyprian conceived the Angel, who called to Abra- 
ham, to be Christ, Gen. xxii. 11. and yet it appears 
from ver. 12. that the Angel was God himself: also 
the Angel who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxxi. 11-13. 
and there the Angel expressly says that he was 
God. It is said in Exod. xiii. 21. And the Lord 
went before them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to 
lead them the way, &c. Cyprian refers this to Christ, 
as also xiv. 19. And the Angel of God who went 
before the camp of Israel removed, &c. He con- 
ceived Christ to be the Angel promised in Exod. 
xxii. 20, 21. 

Chap. vi. “ That Christ is Gods.” He quotes 
Gen. xxxv. 1. believing, as all the Fathers did, that 
the God there spoken of, who had appeared unto Ja- 
cob, when he fled from Esau, was Christ. He refers 
Isaiah xlv. 14—16. to Christ; so also xl. 3—5. 
Zech. x. 11, 12. Hosea xi. 9, 10. Psalm xlv. 6. xlvi. 
10. Ixxxii. 5. Ixvii. 4. In all these quotations from 
the Old Testament, there will undoubtedly be a dif- 
ference of opinion as to the propriety of applying 


d This edition of Cyprian 
quotes the third verse sine 
ipso factum est nihil quod factum 
est. In illo vita erat. But I 
have already observed, p. 139. 
that all the Fathers divide these 
words differently ; and so pro- 
bably did Cyprian; for this pas- 
sage might be pointed equally 


well thus, sine ipso factum est 
nihil. Quod factum est in illo 
vita erat. 

© Quod Christus idem manus 
et brachium Dei sit. 

f Quod idem Angelus et 
Deus Christus. 

8 Quod Deus Christus. 
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them to Christ: nor is it the object of the present 
work to enter into this discussion: it will be sufhi- 
cient to remind the reader, that many of the pas- 
sages are quoted by other of the Fathers with the 
same view, and we have the authority of the writers 
of the New Testament for referring some of them to 
Christ. The quotations from the New Testament 
will perhaps appear more to the point. John i. Ln 
the beginning, &c. John xx. 27—29. Rom. ix. 5. 
which contains the controverted passage already 
discussed at p. 77. and it is to this place that Uni- 
tarian writers have referred, when they say, that the 
word God is omitted by Cyprian, when he quotes 
the text. But when we remember that he quotes 
it to prove that Christ is God, we could hardly 
suppose, that the very word upon which his proof 
depended would be omitted: and if it did not occur 
in the MSS. of Cyprian, we should naturally infer, 
that it was from accident or carelessness. Accord- 
ingly we find the following note in the edition of 
Baluzius; “ It is certain, that the word God is not 
“‘ to be found in the Codex Fossatensis, as the illus- 
“ trious bishop of Oxford long ago observed. But it 
‘*‘ is found in many others, at least in fifteen seen by 
“me; and in the editions of Manutius and Morel- 
“lius. But in the margin of the edition called that 
“of Gravius, we find this note; It is strange that 
“even in the oldest MSS. the word God is not 
*‘ added, when it occurs in the Greek.” We may 
agree in this expression of wonder ; but such omis- 
sions are not uncommon ": and at all events, when 


h «¢ The Arians or the Mace- ‘* stles: and to circulate their 
* donians did the same good ‘‘ amended copies more widely, 
“office for St. Cyprian’s Epi- ‘“‘ they sold them at Constan- 
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Cyprian quotes the passage to prove that Christ is 
God, it is trifling with criticism to draw any infer- 
ence from the omission of a word, when several MSS. 
actually contain it, and the context proves that the 
word must originally have been inserted. He also 
quotes Rev. xxi. 6. John x. 3438. Matt. i. 23. 

Chap. vii. “ That Christ, who is God, was to come to 
** enlighten and save mankand'.” Isaiah xxxv. 3—6. 
Behold your God will come with vengeance, even 
God with a recompense. Isaiah Ixiii. 9. which Cy- 
prian quotes thus; Non senior neque angelus, sed 
apse Dominus liberabit illos, quia diligit eos et 
parcet eis, et ipse redimet eos, Isaiah xlii. 6—8. 

Chap. viii. “ That when from the beginning he 
*¢ had been the Son of God, he was to be born a se- 
“ cond time according to the flesh *,” Psalm ii. 7, 8. 
Luke i. 41. Gal. iv. 4. 1 John iv. 2, 3. 

Chap. ix. “ That this was to be the sign of his 
“ birth, that he should be born of a Virgin, man 

“and God, Son cof man and of God!,” Isaiah vii. 
10. &c. Gen. ii. 14,15. 

Chap. x. “ That Christ is man and God, formed 
“of each nature, that he might be a mediator be- 
“ tween us and the Father™,” Numbers xxiv. 17. &c. 
Isaiah lxi. 1. Luke i. 35. 1 Cor. xv. 47—49. 

Chap. xi. “ That he was to be born of the seed 
*‘ of David according to the flesh ".” 


signum nativitatis ejus, ut de 
nasceretur 


‘“‘tinople at a low price.” 
homo et 


Horsley’s Tracts, p. 385. 

i Quod Christus Deus ventu- 
rus esset illuminator et salvator 
generis humani. 

K Quod cum a principio Filius 
Dei fuisset, generari denuo ha- 
beret secundum carnem. 

1 Quod hoc futurum esset 


ca 


virgine 
Deus, hominis et Dei Filius. 

m Quod et homo et Deus 
Christus, ex utroque genere 
concretus, ut mediator esse in- 
ter nos et Patrem posset. 

®» Quod de semine David se- 
cundum carnem nasci haberet. 


Z 
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Chap. xii. “That he should be born at Bethlehem.” 

Chap. xiii. “ That he should come humble at his 
“ first advent °,” Isaiah liii. 1. 6, 7. xlii. 2, 4. Zech. 
ii. L—5. Phil. 11. 6, &c. 

All the other chapters might be quoted; but the 
reader is referred to the whole work ; where, though 
he will find some texts which may appear to be 
strained out of their proper meaning, he must re- 
member that this mode of interpretation was followed 
by all the Fathers: to which we may add, that since 
Cyprian composed this treatise to convince the Jews 
that Jesus was Christ, he would not have affixed any 
sense to the Jewish Scriptures, which the Jews them- 
selves were not in the habit of receiving as true: and 
whoever is acquainted with the writings of the Fa- 
thers, or with the Rabbinical commentaries, can 
hardly help admitting, that many passages were be- 
lieved to relate to the Messiah, which we should not 
venture to quote in the present day with that view. 

287. Cypriant de Laude Martyru p. 345. 

«He became mortal, that we might be immortal ; 
“ and he, by whom all things are governed, endured 
“ the final consequence of humanity ?.” 

288. Concilium Carthaginense p. 329. 

The third council of Carthage was held A. D. 
256 or 258, having been convened by Cyprian to re- 
consider the question of the validity of baptism ad- 
ministered by heretics. The African bishops had 
already decided such baptisms to be invalid; which 
decision was disapproved of by Stephen bishop of 
Rome, and he wrote letters expressing such disap- 


© Quod humilis in primo ad- mortales esse possemus, et hu- 
ventu suo veniret. mane sortis exitum pertulit per 
P Mortalis factus est, ut im- quem reguntur humana. 
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probation. Cyprian however convened another coun- 
cil which was attended by 258 bishops, and they 
confirmed the decision of the former council. 

What I have said of Cyprian constantly adding 
the name of God to the other titles of Jesus Christ, 
may be applied also to some of the bishops assembled 
at this council; and, as in the former instance, I 
shail merely give their own expressions, without 
making any comment upon them. 

Fortunatus of Tuchaboris said, “ Jesus Christ, our 
** Lord and God, Son of God the Father and Creator, 
** built his church upon a rock 4.” 

Euchratius of Thene said, “ Jesus:Christ our God 
“ and Lord completed our faith and the grace of 
** baptism *.” 3 

Venantius of Timisa said, “ Christ.our Lord and 
“* God, when he was going to his Father, commended 
‘‘ his spouse to us §.” 


NOvVATIAN, A.D. 257. 

There is a treatise upon the Trinity ascribed to 
Novatian, which is generally printed at. the end of 
the works of Tertullian; and though the name of 
the author has sometimes been a subject of dispute, 
little doubt has been entertained as to its being a 
composition of the third century. 

Novatian is principally distinguished as a heretic, 
and. the leader of a heresy, which was called after 
his name ; but we must remember, that his opinions, 


4 Jesus Christus Dominus et 
Deus noster Dei Patris et Cre- 
atoris Filius super petram edi- 
ficavit ecclesiam suam, p. 332. 

¥ Fidem nostram et baptis- 
matis gratiam et legis ecclesias- 
tice regulam Deus et Dominus 


noster Jesus Christus suo ore 
perimplevit, p. 333. 

8 Christus Dominus et Deus 
noster ad Patrem proficiscens 
sponsam suam nobis commen- 
davit, p. 335- 


7a 
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which were considered and condemned as heterodox, 
related only to the discipline and practice of the 
church, and not to her articles of faith. This is ex- 
pressly said by Sozomen *; and Socrates tells us, that 
they believed in the consubstantiality of the Father 
and the Son". Acesius, a Novatian bishop, sub- 
scribed the Nicene Creed*. The church of Rome 
had a particular reason for speaking of Novatian 
with reproach, because he openly opposed. the elec- 
tion of one of her bishops, and even caused himself 
to be elected as a rival... In his whole conduct 
throughout this transaction he was ‘highly reprehen- 
sible. He had adopted the notion, and had persuaded 
some others to agree with him in thinking, that per- 
sons, who had committed any great crime, and par- 
ticularly those who had fallen away in the time of 
persecution, were not. only to be excommunicated, 
but were never to be restored to the communion of 
the church. These severe and rigorous doctrines 
were opposed by a great majority of the Roman 
clergy, and particularly by Cornelius, who in the 
year 250 was chosen to succeed Fabianus as bishop 
of Rome. Novatian used all his influence to oppose 
this election ; and in the following year he was ex- 
communicated from the church by a council, which 


COT tae 

PAE 8. 

x [. to. Soz. 1.22. It should 
be mentioned however, that 
Tillemont agreed with Span- 
heim in thinking, that though 
Novatian believed in a Trinity 
of persons and in the divinity 
of Christ, he spoke in a danger- 
ous manner of the Holy Ghost. 
Bishop Bull considered his te- 
nets to be orthodox. Lactan- 


tius certainly mentions the No- 
vatians as heretics, who were 
not to be called Christians. 
But I cannot help suspecting 
his text to be corrupt. He 
speaks of ‘‘ Phryges, aut Nova- 
“‘ tiani, aut Valentiniani, aut 
“ Marcionite.’’ Instit. [V.c. ult; 
but he would hardly have placed. 
them in this order, since Va- 
lentinus and Marcion preceded 


Novatian by so many years. 
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Cornelius convened at Rome. This exasperated him 
so far, that he caused himself to be elected bishop in 
opposition to Cornelius; and though his followers 
were few, his doctrine so far prevailed, that the sect 
of the Novatians continued till the fifth century. 
Socrates says, that he suffered martyrdom in the per- 
secution of Valerian J. 

Some writers have asserted, that his work upon 
the Trinity was composed before his quarrel with 
Cornelius: but Lardner thinks, that the earliest pos- 
sible date is 257; and Baronius brought it down as 
late as 270. There have been disputes whether the 
name of this writer was Novatus or Novatian’. He 
is generally called by the latter name; but the argu- 
ments are by no means weak which would shew that 
he was called Novatus. It seems certain, that a pres- 
byter of the latter name came from Carthage to 
Rome, and assisted in establishing the Novatian te- 
nets. 

From what has been said, it may be assumed, that 
Novatian’s opinions concerning the divinity of Christ 
were perfectly sound, and in accordance with those 
of his contemporaries. At all events we may borrow 
his own words, and say, “ It will be allowed me to 
*« seek for arguments from other heretics. That is a 
“‘ safe kind of proof, which is taken even from an ad- 
“‘ versary, that Truth may be proved from the very 
“‘ enemies of Truth 2.” | 

On this principle Novatian’s treatise concerning 


y IV. 28. hereticorum parte conquirere. 

* See Lardner; Jackson in Firmum est genus probationis, 
his edition of Novatian; Beve-. quod etiam ab adversario sumi- 
ridge in Can. p. 69. tur, ut veritas etiam ab ipsis 

* Hoc in loco licebit mihi inimicis veritatis probetur, c. 18. 
argumenta etiam ex aliorum p. 718. 
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the Trinity may be read, as containing a statement 
of what was the belief in those days concerning the 
divinity of Christ. It might be expected from the 
title of the work, that the unity of the Father and 
the Son would be maintained; and so precise and 
unquestionable are the terms in which Novatian lays 
down the doctrine of the divinity of the Son, that it 
will be necessary to present the reader with copious 
extracts. We may pass over the first part of the 
treatise which concerns the belief in God the Father ; 
but the second part of it begins thus. 
289. Novatiani de Trinitate c. 9. p. 711. 

“ The same rule of truth teaches us to believe, 
“ after the Father, also in the Son of God, Christ 
“* Jesus, who is the Lord our God, but the Son of 
‘* God, of that God, who is one and alone, the Cre- 
“ ator of all things >.” 

290. Novatiant de Trinitate c.11. p. 718. 

Having stated the incarnation of Christ, he says, 
“ But lest from our assertion of our Lord Jesus 
“‘ Christ, the Son of God the Creator, having ap- 
“‘ peared in the substance of a real body, we might 
** seem to have yielded, or to have furnished any ar- 
“‘ suments to other heretics, who in this place only 
‘‘ maintain the human nature, and therefore desire 
‘“‘ to prove that he was simply and merely a man, we 
“‘ do not so speak of the substance of his body, as to 
*‘ say that he was merely a man: but that the’ di- 
“ vinity of the Word being joined in very union, we 
“hold that he is also God according to the Scrip- 


> Eadem regula veritatis do- trum, sed Dei Filium, hnujus 
cet nos credere post Patrem Dei, qui et unus et solus est, 
etiam in Filium Dei Christum  Conditor scilicet rerum omnium. 
Jesum Dominum Deum nos- 
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“ tures. For it is great peril to say of the Saviour 
*‘ of mankind, the Lord and Sovereign of the whole 
* world, to whom all things were delivered, and all 
“ things conceded, by his Father, by whom the uni- 
“verse was ordained, the whole was created, all 
“ things were arranged, the King of all ages and 
“ times, the Sovereign of all angels, before whom 
“there is nothing except the Father, it is great 
** peril to say, that he is merely a man, and to deny 
“him divine authority in these things. For this 
* insulting language of the heretics will affect even 
“ God the Father himself, if God the Father could 
“not. generate a Son who was God‘.” The re- 
mainder of this same chapter is equally express. 
291. Novatiant de Trinitate c. 12. p. 713. 

In the 12th chapter he brings several texts to 
prove the divinity of Christ, some of which we 
should perhaps not interpret in the same manner, 
though many of the Fathers considered them as. 


applicable to Christ. 


© Verum ne ex hoc quod Do- 


minum nostrum Jesum Chri- 
stum Dei Creatoris -Filium’ in 
substantia veri corporis exhibi- 
tum asserimus, aliis heereticis 
hoe in loco hominem tantum 
et solum defendentibus, atque 
ideo hominem illum nudum et 
solitarium: probare cupientibus, 
aut manus dedisse, aut loquendi 
materiam commodasse videa- 
mur, non sic de substantia cor- 
poris ipsius exprimimus, ut so- 
jum tantum hominem illum esse 
dicamus ; sed ut divinitate Ser- 
monis in ipsa concretione per- 
mixta etiam Deum illum secun- 
dum scripturas esse teneamus. 


He quotes Hosea i. 7. and 


Est enim periculum grande Sal- 
vatorem generis humani, totius 
Dominum et principem mundi, 
cui a suo patre omnia tradita 
sunt, et cuncta concessa, per 
quem instituta sunt universa, 
creata sunt tota, digesta sunt 
cuncta, evorum omnium et 
temporum Regem, angelorum 
omnium Principem, ante quem 
nihil preter Patrem, hominem 
tantummodo dicere, et auctori- 
tatem illi divinam in his abne- 
gare. Hec enim contumelia 
hereticorum ad ipsum quoque 
Deum Patrem redundabit, si 
Deus Pater Filium Deum gene- 
rare non potuit. 


Zz A. 
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says, “‘ If God says, that he will save them by God, 
« but he saves them by nothing but in Christ, why 
«should man hesitate to call Christ God, whom he 
“‘ sees by the Scripture is named as God by the Fa- 
“ ther4?” Isaiah vii. 14. and Matt. xxviii. 20. after 
which he says, “ God therefore is with us, nay much 
‘‘ rather is in us: Christ is with us: he therefore is 
“the person, whose name is God with us, (Em- 
“‘ manuel,) because he is with us°.” 
3—6. Habak. ii. 3. 
292. Novatiani de. Trinitate c. 13. p. 714. 
“Who therefore can doubt, when in the last place 
« (John i. 14.) itis said, The Word was made flesh 
«and dwelt among us, to say without hesitation, that 
‘* Christ, whose birth it was, was both man, because 
“he was made flesh, and God, because he was the 
‘© Word of God ?. Particularly when he observes the 
“ evangelical Scriptures, that both these substances 
‘“‘ united into one agreement for the birth of Christ f.” 
There is only need to mention some of the texts 
which he quotes, John i. 13. xvii. 5. after which he 
observes, “ But if when it belongs to no one but to 
‘“‘ God to know the secrets of the heart, Christ per- 
‘“‘ ceives the secrets of the heart; but if, when it 


Isaiah xxxv. 


d Si Deus salvare se dicit in 
Deo, non autem salvat nisi in 
Christo Deus: cur ergo homo 
dubitet Christum Deum dicere, 
quem Deum a Patre animad- 
vertit positum per Scripturas 
esse? 

¢ Est ergo nobiscum Deus, 
immo multo magis etiam in no- 
bis est. Nobiscum est Christus; 
est ergo cujus nomen est, No- 
biscum Deus, quia et nobiscum 
est. 


' Quis igitur dubitet, cum in 
extrema parte dicitur, Verbum 
caro factum est et habitavit m 
nobis, Christum, cujus est nati- 
vitas, et quia caro factus est, 
esse hominem, et quia Verbum 
Dei, Deum incunctanter edicere 
esse? presertim cum animad- 
vertat Scripturam evangelicam, 
utramque istam substantiam in 


unam nativitatis Christi foede- 


rasse concordiam ? 
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* belongs to no one but to God to forgive sins, the 
“same Christ forgives sins; but if, when it be- 
“ longs to no man to come down from heaven, he 
“ descended by coming down from heaven; but if, 
‘“‘ when these can be the words of no human person, 
“ IT and the Father are one, Christ alone uttered 
“‘ these words from a consciousness of divinity ; but 
‘if, lastly, the apostle Thomas, furnished with all 
the proofs and circumstances of Christ’s divinity, 
“ answered to Christ, My Lord and my God ; but 
‘ if the apostle Paul writes in his Epistles Whose 
“are the fathers, and of whom is Christ accord- 
“ing to the flesh, who is over all God blessed for 
“ ever; but if the same Paul says, that he was az 
‘ apostle, not of men, neither by man, but by Jesus 
‘“ Christ; but if the same Paul contend that he 
“ learned the Gospel not of men, nor by man, but 
“ by Jesus Christ, it follows, that Christ is God 8.” 
293. Novatiani de Trinitate c. 16. p. 717. 
Having quoted Col. 11. 15. where he seems to 
have read like other Fathers and some MSS. az- 
exougajrevos THY TopKa, he says, that Christ put on flesh 
when he was born, and put it off when he died. 


Lay 


cas 


6 


n 


wn 


8 Quod si, cum nullius sit respondens Christo, Dominus 
nisi Dei, cordis nosse secreta, meus et Deus meus dicit; quod 
Christus secreta conspicit cor- si et apostolus Paulus, Quorum, 
dis; quod si, cum nullius sit inquit, Patres et ex quibus Chri- 
nisi Dei peccata dimittere, idem stus secundum carnem, qui est 
Christus peccata dimittit; quod super omnia Deus benedictus in 
si, cum nullius sit hominis de se@cula in suis literis scribit ; 
coelo venire, de coelo veniendo quod siidem se apostolum non ab 
descendit ; quod si, cum nullius hominibus, aut per hominem, sed 
hominis hec vox esse possit, per Jesum Christum, constitu- 
Ego et Pater unum sumus, hanc tum essedepromit; quod si idem 
vocem de conscientia divinitatis evangelium non se ab homini- 
Christus solus edicit; quod si bus didicisse, aut per hominem, 
-postremo, omnibus divinitatis sed per Jesum Christum acce- 
Christi probationibus et rebus pisse contendit, merito Deus 
instructus apostolus Thomas est Christus, 


346 NOVATIANUS, A.D. 257. 


“ But Christ would neither have put off nor put on 
“‘ man, if he had been merely a man. For no one 
“is ever either divested of himself, or clothed with 
‘“* himself: It was therefore the Word of God who 
“‘ put off his flesh, and put it on again at his resur- 
“rection; but he put it off, since he had also put it 
‘on at his nativity. It is therefore God in Christ, 
“ who is clothed, and he must also be divested ».” 
294. Novatiant de Trinitate c. 18. p. 718. 

In this chapter he uses the words quoted above 
to justify himself for borrowing an argument from 
heretics, and adds, “ For it is so very plain, that it 
“is delivered to us in the Scriptures that he is God, 
“ that many heretics, moved by the greatness and 
“ reality of his divinity, have extended his honours 
‘beyond bounds, and dared to declare or to think, 
“ that he is not the Son, but God the Father him- 
“self. Which although it be contrary to the truth 
“ of Scripture, is yet a great and leading argument 
“for the divinity of Christ; who is so decidedly 
“ God, but as being the Son of God, born of God, 
‘‘ that many heretics, as we said, have so received 
“ him as God, that they thought he should be de- 
“ clared to be not the Son but the Father. Let 
“them therefore consider whether he is God or no, 
‘‘ whose authority has moved some persons to con- 
“‘ fess divinity in Christ in such a much more unli- 
* mited and unrestrained manner, that they thought 


h Nos enim Sermonem Del 
scimus indutum carnis substan- 
tiam, eundemque rursus exutum 
eadem corporis materia, quam 
rursus in resurrectione suscepit, 
et quasi indumentum resumpsit. 
Sed enim neque exutus neque 
indutus hominem Christus fu- 
isset, si homo tantum fuisset. 


Nemo enim unquam seipso aut 
spoliatur, aut induitur. -Ex 
quo merito Sermo Dei fuit, qui 
exutus est carnem, et 1n resur- 
rectione rursus indutus. Exutus 
autem, quoniam et in nativitate 
fuerat indutus ; itaque in Christo 
Deus est qui induitur, atque 
ctiam exutus sit oportet. 
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“him, as we said above, to be actually God the 
* Father; the manifest divinity of Christ driving 
*“‘ them to such a point, that the person, whom they 
“ read of as Son, because they observed him to be 
** God, they thought to be the Father. Other here- 
“tics also have been so persuaded of the manifest 
“ divinity of Christ, that they said he was without 
“flesh, and took away from him all the human 
“nature which he had assumed, lest they should 
“‘ destroy the power of the divine name in him, if 
“ they_joined the human nativity to it: which how- 
“ever we do not approve of, but we use the argu- 
“ment, that Christ is so decidedly God, that some 
*‘ persons have denied him the human nature, and 
“ thought him only to be God; and some have be- 
‘“‘ lieved him to be God the Father himself, when 
“the argument and tenor of the heavenly Scrip- 
“tures point out Christ as God, but as being the 
“‘ Son of God; and teach us to believe, that he is 


“ also man, the Son of man having been assumed 
“ by God i.” 


i Nam usque adeo hunc ma-  nuntiandum putarent. Aisti- 


nifestum est in Scripturis esse 
Deum tradi, ut plerique hereti- 
corum divinitatis ipsius magni- 
tudine et veritate commoti, ultra 
modum extendentes honores 
ejus, ausissent non Filium, sed 
ipsum Deum Patrem promere 
vel putare. Quod etsi contra 
scripturarum veritatem est, ta- 
men divinitatis Christi argu- 
mentum grande atque preci- 
puum est; qui usque adeo Deus, 
sed qua Filius Dei natus ex Deo, 
ut plerique illuin, ut diximus, 
heretici ita Deum acceperint, 
ut non Filium sed Patrem pro- 


ment ergo an hic sit Deus, cu- 
jus auctoritas tantum movit 
quosdam, ut putarent illum, ut 
diximus superius, jam ipsum 
Patrem Deum, efirenatius et 
effusius in Christo divinitatem 
confiteri: ad hoc illos mani- 
festa Christi divinitate cogente, 
ut quem Filium legerent, quia 
Deum animadverterent, Patrem 
putarent. Alii quoque heretici 
usque adeo Christi manifestam 
amplexati sunt divinitatem, ut 
dixerint illum fuisse sine carne, 
et totum illi susceptum «detra- 
xerint hominem, ne decoque- 
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295. Novatiani de Trinitate c. 23. p. 721. 
After quoting John viii. 23. Ye are from beneath, 
Lam from above: ye are of this world, I am not 
of this world, he says*, “ If every man is of this 


rent in illo divini nominis pote- 
statem, si humanam illi socias- 
sent, ut arbitrabantur, nativita- 
tem. Quod tamen nos non pro- 
bamus, sed argumentum afferi- 
mus usque adeo Christum esse 
Deum, ut quidam illum subtracto 
homine tantummodo_ putarint 
Deum; quidam autem ipsum 
crediderint Patrem Deum, quum 
ratio et temperamentum scri- 
pturarum ccelestium Christum 
ostendant Deum, sed qua Filium 
Dei, et assumpto a Deo etiam 
filio hominis credendum et ho- 
minem. 

k [deo autem si omnis homo 
ex hoc mundo est, et ideo in hoc 
mundo est Christus, an homo 
tantummodo est? Absit. Sed 
considera quod ait, Ego non 
sum de hoc mundo. Numquid 
ergo mentitur, cum ex hoc 
mundo sit si homo tantummodo 
sit? Aut si non mentitur, non 
est ex hoc mundo. Non ergo 
homo tantummodo est, quia ex 
hoe mundo non est. Sed ne 
lateret quis esset, expressit unde 
esset: Ego, inquit, de sursum 
sum, hoc est, de ccelo, unde 
homo venire non potest: non 
enim in coelo factus est. Deus 
est ergo qui de sursum est, et 
idcirco de hoc mundo non est: 
quamquam etiam quodammodo 
ex hoc mundo est, unde non 
Deus tantum est Christus, sed 
et homo. Ut merito quomodo 
non est ex hoc mundo secundum 
Verbi* divinitatem, ita ex hoc 
mundo sit secundum suscepti 


corporis fragilitatem, homo est 
enim cum Deo junctus, et Deus 
cum bomine copulatus. Sed 
idcireo nunc hic Christus in 
unam partem solius divinitatis 
in¢ubuit, quoniam czcitas Ju- 
daica solam in Christo partem 
carnis aspexit, et inde in pre- 
senti loco silentio preterita cor- 
poris fragilitate que de mundo 
est, de sua sola divinitate lo- 
cutys est, que de mundo non 
est: ut in quantum illi inclina- 
verant, ut hominem illum tan- 
tummodo crederent, in tantum 
illos Christus posset ad divini- 
tatem suam considerandam tra- 
here, ut se Deum crederent ; 
volens illorum incredulitatem 
circa divinitatem suam omissa 
interim commemoratione sortis 
humane solius divinitatis oppo- 
sitione superare. Si homo tan- 
tummodo Christus, quomodo 
dicit, Ego ex Deo prodii, et veni, 
cum constet hominem a Deo 
factum esse, non ex Deo pro- 
cessisse: ex Deo autem homo 
quomodo non processit, sic Dei 
Verbum processit Deus ergo 
processit ex Deo, dum qui pro- 
cessit Sermo Deus est, qui pro- 
cessit ex Deo. Si homo tan- 
tummodo Christus, quomodo 
inquit, Ante Abraham ego sum ? 
Nemo enim hominum ante eum 
potest esse, ex quo ipse est, nec 
potest fieri ut quicquam prius 
fuerit ante illum ex quo ipsam 
originem sumpsit. Sed enim 
Christus, cum ex Abraham sit, 
ante Abraham esse se dicit. Aut 
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‘ world, and therefore Christ is in this world, is 
‘‘ he therefore a mere man? By no means. But 
“‘ consider what he says, I am not of this world. 
** Does he therefore speak falsely, because if he is 
* merely a man he is of this world ? Or if he does 
*‘ not speak falsely, he is not of this world. He is 
“ therefore not merely a man, because he is not of 
“ this world. But lest we might not know who he 
‘“‘ was, he has declared whence he was; J, he says, 
“am from above, i.e. from heaven, from whence a 
“man cannot come: for he is not made in heaven. 
“‘ It is God therefore, who is from above, and there- 
«‘ fore he is not of this world: although in one sense 
“ Christ is of this world, because he is not only God, 
“but also man. So that in the same manner that 
“he is not of this world, according to the divinity 
“ of the Word, so he is of this world according to the 
‘“‘ frailness of the body which he assumed: for he is 
“man joined with God, and God coupled with man. 
« But Christ in this passage dwelt upon the divine 
* part only, because the Jewish blindness looked 
« only to the fleshly part in Christ ; and therefore, at 
“‘ present passing over in silence the frailness of the 


mentitur igitur et fallit, si ante 
Abraham non fuit, qui ex Abra- 
ham fuit. Aut non fallit, si 
etiam Deus est, dum ante Abra- 
ham fuit: quod nisi fuisset, 
consequenter cum ex Abraham 
fuisset, ante Abraham esse non 
posset. Si homo tantummodo 
Christus, quomodo ait, Et ego 
agnoscam eas, et sequuntur me 
mee, et ego vitam @eternam do 
illis, et nunquam peribunt in per- 
petuum ? Sed enim cum omnis 
homo mortalitatis sit legibus 


alligatus, et idcirco in perpe- 
tuum se ipse servare non pos- 
set, multo magis in perpetuum 


~ alterum servare non poterit. At 


in perpetuum se Christus re- 
promittit salutem  daturum. 
Quam si non dat, mendax est ; 
si dat, Deus est. Sed non fal- 
lit, dat enim quod repromittit. 
Deus est ergo, qui salutem per- 
petuam porrigit, quam homo 
qui seipsum servare non potest, 
alteri prestare non poterit. 
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“‘ body, which is of the world, he spoke of his divin- 
“ity only, which is not of the world; that in pro- 
** portion to their inclination to believe him only a 
** man, Christ might so far draw them to consider 
“his divinity, that they might believe him to be 
“ God; wishing to overcome their incredulity con- 
“‘ cerning his divinity, by omitting for the present 
“* any mention of his human condition, and opposing 
“to it only the divine. If Christ be merely a man, 
“ how does he say, came forth from the Father, 
“and am come [into the world?| (John xvi. 28.) 
“ whereas it is evident that a man is made by God, 
** and does not proceed from God: but in the same 
** way that a man does not proceed from God, so the 
“ Word of God did proceed from. Him. God 
“‘ therefore proceeded from God, since the Word 
‘“ which proceeded is God, which proceeded from 
“‘ God If Christ be merely a man, how does he 
“ say, Before Abraham was, I am? for no human 
“ being can be before him, from whom he is de- 
« scended——but Christ, though he was descended 
“ from Abraham, says, that he was before Abraham : 
_ he therefore either speaks falsely and deceives, if 
‘5 he, who was descended from Abraham, was not 
‘‘ before Abraham; or he does not deceive, if he is 
‘¢ also God, for then he was before Abraham : which 
«if he were not, it follows, that since he was de- 
‘“ scended from Abraham, he could not be before 
« Abraham. If Christ were merely a man, how 
“does he say, And I will know them, and mine 
«< follow me, and I give them eternal life, and they 
“ shall never perish? (John x. 27.) But since 
“‘ every man is bound by the laws of mortality, and 
‘“‘ therefore cannot save himself for ever, he will be 


\ 
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“ still less able to save another for ever. But Christ 
“promises, that he will give salvation for ever; 
“ which if he does not give, he is a liar: if he does 
“‘ give it, he is God. But he does not deceive, for 
“he gives what he promises; he is therefore God, 
“who gives eternal salvation, which a man who 
“ cannot save himself cannot give to another.” 


Dionysius ALEXANDRINUS, A. D. 260. 


The history of Dionysius is closely connected 
with the rise and progress of the Sabellian heresy. 
He was born of a good family in Alexandria, and 
was himself converted to Christianity from hea- 
thenism. He was a pupil of Origen, and became 
president of the Catechetical School at Alexandria 
about the year 932. Heraclas had preceded him in 
this office, which he vacated upon being elected 
bishop of Alexandria: and after his death in 248 
Dionysius was also appointed to succeed him in the 
bishopric. The persecutions of Decius and Valerian, 
as well as the troubles concerning the Novatian and 
Sabellian heresies, happened while he occupied the 
see. The first persecution began about the year 
249, and Dionysius was obliged to retire from the 
city, but returned in 251. The Valerian persecu- 
tion, which began in 257, fell upon him more openly, 
and he was banished to Cephron in Libya. After 
passing three or four years in exile, he returned to 
his bishopric in 261, when the storm had nearly ex- 
hausted itself and passed away. 

In the mean time he had not been inactive or 
free from the duties of his office. About the year 
255, (though some persons place it earlier,) Sabellius 
began to spread his opinions concerning the Trinity. 
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He held that there was only one Person in the God- 
head, and that the Son and the Holy Ghost were 
only energies, or unsubstantial emanations of the 
Father. This heresy began first in Ptolemais, a 
city of Cyrenaica. Dionysius lost no time in writ- 
ing to the neighbouring bishops, exposing the error 
of their tenets, and urging his colleagues to use 
every exertion in suppressing them. He also sent 
an account of the Sabellian doctrines, and of the 
steps which he himself had taken, together with 
copies of his letters, to Xystus, who was then bishop 
of Rome. 

In his anxiety to confute the Sabellian notions, 
which confounded the three Persons of the Trinity, 
he seems to have used expressions which laid him 
open to the charge of adopting what was afterwards 
the Arian heresy, and dividing the substance of the 
three Persons. Some of the African bishops accused 
him of this to the bishop of Rome, who was also 
called Dionysius, his predecessor Xystus having died 
in the interval. The bishop of Rome called together. 
a council, to take this charge into consideration: the 
result of which was, that a letter was written to the 
bishop of Alexandria, requesting him to explain his 
opinions concerning the Trinity. This he did in a 
work in four books, entitled his Refutation and De- 
fence, which completely satisfied the minds of the 
bishop of Rome and his clergy. This work has not 
come down to us, excepting a few fragments of it, 
which Athanasius has preserved in a book written by 
him for the express purpose of shewing that Dio-— 
nysius was not an Arian. 

The next controversy, which engaged the atten- 
tion of Dionysius, was caused by the heresy of Paul 
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of Samosata. This person had been bishop of An- 
tioch from the year 260, and he soon began to 
spread his belief that Jesus Christ was a mere man. 
Dionysius lost no time in attempting to repress this 
heresy. He wrote a letter to Paul; and at his insti- 
gation a council was held in the year 264. Diony- 
sius did not attend the council in person, on account 
of his ill health and extreme age; but he wrote a 
letter to the bishops assembled there; and this was 
the last act of his life; for in the same year he died. 
Paul contrived to escape any public sentence that 
time; but in a council held at Antioch, in the year 
269, he was excommunicated and deposed. 

Beside the fragments already mentioned, parts of 
other works of Dionysius are preserved, which fully 
prove how groundless were the assertions of those 
persons, who accused him of denying the consub- 
stantiality of the Father and the Son, and in other 
respects of not acknowledging the full divinity of 
Christ. Both in ancient and modern times this 
charge has been brought against him. Athanasius 
and others refuted the objections of those: days. 
Bishop Bull? as completely disproved the assertion 
of Sandius, which Huetius had incautiously made 
before him, that Dionysius believed the Son of God 
to be a creature made by God. Notwithstanding 
the unanswerable arguments which bishop Bull ad- 
vanced from the very words of Dionysius, we find 
the same assertions repeated by later writers; and 
Mr. Lindsey tells us, as if it were an acknowledged 
fact, that Dionysius “ hesitated not to call Christ a 
“ creature, made, and the like ».” 


Sect, We. 11: §. 2. &e. b Apology, p. 204. 
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Whether these statements are true or no, the fol- 
lowing quotations may perhaps serve to shew. 

296. Dionysu de Martyrio c. 7. p. 33, 34. 

Having occasion to notice the words which our 
Saviour spoke in his agony, “ Not as I will, but as 
“ thou wilt,’ (Matt. xxvi. 39.) Dionysius observes, 
that Jesus spoke of his own will as different from 
that of his Father in reference to the human nature 
which he assumed. ‘“ He, the beloved, knew His 
“ perfect will; and he often says that he came to do 
“ that, not his own will, i.e. the will of men: for he 
‘“‘ appropriates the person of men, as being made 
“man: wherefore at that time he even asked not 
“to do his own will, which was inferior; but he 
‘‘ asks that the will of his Father, which was greater, 
“ the divine will, might be done: which however 
“ with respect to the divine nature is one will, his 
“ own and the Father’s °.” | 

297. Dionysiu de Martyrio c. 9. p. 39, 40. 

It was the opinion of Dionysius, that when St. 
Luke described our Saviour as sweating drops of 
blood, he did not mean that it was literally blood, 
but that the drops were as thick and copious as 
drops of blood“; and he makes this remark: “ The 
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eyéveto B€ 6 pads adtod deel Opou Pa 
aipwaros (xxii. 44.) which will cer- 
tainly bear the interpretation of 
Dionysius. Justin Martyr may 
have held the same opinion, 
who omits the mention of blood, 
and. says, idpa¢ doel OpouPo Kar- 
exeito atrov. (Dial. cum Tryph. 
c. 103.) Dionysius tells us, in 
which he is followed by Photius 
and ‘Theophylact, that aiuaros 
peor, and aluata xdraler, were 
expressions applied proverbially 


DIONYSIUS ALEXANDRINUS, A. D. 260. 355 


“ Saviour shewed, by his constant praying and by 
“ his great agony, as well as by the thickness of the 
“* sweats, that he was a man naturally and really, not 
“ in appearance and illusively, and that he was sub- 
* ject to the natural and unequivocal sufferings of 
“man. By the words, £ have power to lay down 
“my life, and I have power to take it again, (John 
x. 18.) he shews that his suffering was voluntary, 
“and yet that the life which was laid down and 
*‘ taken again was one, and the divine nature which 
** Jaid it down and took it again was another °.” 
298. Dionysi de Promissionibus c. 4. p. 77. 
In quoting the beginning of the Apocalypse Dio- 
nysius makes two remarkable variations from the 
received text, which he would hardly have done, if 
he had not considered it as indifferent whether he 
used the word God or Christ. He says, “ The 
“ Revelation of Jesus Christ, which he gave unto 
‘him to shew unto his servants shortly; and he 
“sent and signified it by his angel unto his servant 
* John; who bare record of the word of God and of 
© his testimony as to what he said.” If we compare 
the two passages together, we may observe other 
variations; but I shall only notice, that instead of 
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« the Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave 
“ unto him,’ Dionysius omits the word God, by 
which he attributes to Jesus Christ what is said in 
the received text to be done by God: and instead of, 
“ who bare record of the word of God and of the 
“ testimony of Jesus Christ,” he reads, “ his testi- 
“ mony,” that is, the testimony of God. Thus in one 
place he substitutes Jesus Christ for God, and in an- 
other he substitutes God for Jesus Christ: which he 
never would have done, if he had thought that such 
variations made any difference in the sense: but be- 
lieving that the Father and the Son were one, he 
thought that a Revelation given by God was given 
by Jesus Christ, and that the testimony of Jesus 
Christ was the testimony of God. 

299. Dionysi de Promissionibus c. 6. p. 81. 

In this part of the work Dionysius points out the 
close resemblance which exists between the Gospel 
of St. John and his first Epistle, both as to the doc- 
trine and expressions: and among other doctrines 
common to both, he mentions the ubiquity of the Fa- 
ther and the Son. “The Father and the Son are 
“ every where’.” From these words it seems im- 
possible to understand the ubiquity of the Son in 
any figurative or restricted sense, unless we conceive 
the same of the ubiquity of the Father. But since 
we believe that the Father is veally present every 
where, we must conceive, that Dionysius meant to 
assert the same concerning the Son. 

The ubiquity of the Son is also asserted by Nova- 
tian in the following terms: “ If Christ be merely a 
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“‘ man, how is he present every where when invoked? 
“ For this is not the nature of man, but of God, to 
*‘ have the power of being present every where £.” 

300. Dionysii ex Elencho et Apologia p. 87. 

The following quotations are taken from the work 
mentioned above, which Dionysius wrote to his name- 
sake the bishop of Rome. 

** For there never was a time when God was not 
“a Father®;” which is the same as saying, that 
there never was a time when the Son did not exist ; 
which is an assertion that denies in express terms 
the leading tenet of the Arians. Other of the Fa- 
thers have expressed the same doctrine in nearly 
the same words. Origen, as we have already seen, 
(p. 319.) says, “ There never was a time when 
‘“ the Son was not a Son;” and Novatian, “ The Son 
* was always in the Father, lest the Father should 
* not always be a Father'.” 

Father and son are relative terms; and the exist- 
ence of the one necessarily implies the existence of 
the other. Thus a man may have lived many years, 
and filled various relations of life, before he became 
a father; but at the same instant of time in which 
he was entitled to be called a father, his son also 
had existence: and if we were to say of any man, 
that he has been a father for twenty years, it fol- 
lows that at the commencement of that period his 


8 C. 14. Si homo tantum- 
modo Christus, quomodo adest 
ubique invocatus, cum  hec 
hominis natura non sit, sed 
Dei, ut adesse omni loco pos- 
sit? p. 707. 
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son was in existence. But if we say that God has 
been a Father from all eternity, we must necessarily 
mean, that from all eternity He has had a Son. The 
mind might perhaps conceive that God had existed 
from all eternity, and that His Son had had a begin- 
ning: but then we could not have said, as Dionysius 
does, that God had been a Father from all eternity. 
The same sentiment is expressed in the followmg 
passage. 
301. Dionysi ex Elench. et Apol. p. 87. 

“ For it is not, that God was without a Son, and 
‘“‘ then begat one, but the term Son means that he 
‘has his existence not of himself, but of the Fa- 
ithervee 

302. Dionysi ex Elench. et Apol. p. 87. 

“ Being the effulgence of eternal light, it follows 
“‘ that he is himself also eternal: for if light always 
“ exists, it is plain that the effulgence always exists. 
“ For the existence of light is conceived by its shin- 
“ing; and light cannot exist without giving light: 
“ for let us again come to examples. If there is a 
“ sun, there is light, there is day: if there be nei- 
“‘ ther of the latter, the sun cannot be present. If 
*‘ therefore the sun was eternal, the day also would 
“be without end: but since it is not so, it begins 
‘‘ when the sun begins, and ends when the sun ends. 
‘“« But God is eternal light, neither ever beginning 
“nor ending. Therefore the effulgence proceeds 
“ from and is with Him eternally, without beginning 
“ and eternally generated !.” 
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This is the favourite illustration which the Fathers 
used for explaining the union of the Father and the 
Son™:” and though it is better not to pry too deeply 
into such subjects, it is perhaps the closest and 
plainest illustration which can be found. It is in 
fact the same which is used in the Epistle to the He- 
brews, where the Son is called amavyacpa trys dens, 
the brightness or effulgence of his Father’s glory : 
and if it be true, as it surely is, that the mind can- 
not conceive the idea of fire without the light which 
emanates from it, then we have found among sen- 
sible and visible objects two things which are coeval, 
though one proceeds from the other. We can never 
tell why in the nature of things fire produces light: 
but we know, that it cannot exist without producing 
it; for the fire does not exist first by itself, and then 
the light emanates from it: but both exist simulta- 
neously, though the one is the cause of the other. 
So also though we cannot tell in what manner the 
Son was generated of the Father, we cannot say, that 
the mind refuses the idea of their coeternal exist- 
ence: and when we read the passage quoted above, 
we must surely allow, that Dionysius held in the 
fullest and highest sense of the terms the eternal ge- 
neration of the Son, and his eternal coexistence with 
the Father. 

303. Dionysii ex Elench. et Apol. p. 88, 89. 

« The Father therefore being eternal, the Son is 

“ eternal, being light of light: for where there is a 
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m Thus Tertullian, (Apol. c. 
21.) cum radius ex sole porri- 
gitur, portio ex summa, sed sol 
erit in radio, quia solis est ra- 


dius, nec separatur substantia, - 
sed extenditur. Ita de Spiritu 
Spiritus, et de Deo Deus, ut 
lumen de lumine accensum. See 
Hippolytus, p. 246. and Origen, 
p- 319. 
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“ parent, there is also a child: and if there be no 
“‘ child, in what way and of what can he be a pa- 
“rent? But. both exist, and exist eternally. God 
“ therefore being light, Christ is the effulgence from 
“it".” We may observe, that the same word is used 
here to express the eternity of the Father and the 
Son; and in the same sentence we cannot take the 
same term in two different senses. Whatever Dio- 
nysius conceived of the eternity of the Father, he 
must also have conceived of the eternity of the Son. 
304. Dionysiu ex Elench. et Apol. p. 89. 

« The Son alone always existing with the Father, 
“ and filled with him that is essentially °, himself also 
‘is essentially, being of the Father P.” 

305. Dionysi ex Elench. et Apol. p. 90. 

Having appealed to the line of argument which 
he adopted in his book against Sabellius, he says, 
‘In which I have proved that the accusation, which 
“ they bring against me is false, of saying, that Christ 
“‘ was not of one substance with God 4.” 

This testimony of Dionysius is particularly valu- 
able, because it contains the word éo0tc10s, of one 
substance, which caused such vehement disputes at 
and after the council of Nice. It is also to be found 
in another. work of Dionysius, in the letter which he 
wrote against Paul of Samosata, where he says of 
Christ, that “ He was by nature Lord and the Word 
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“ of the Father, by whom the Father made all things, 
*“ and said by the holy Fathers to be of one substance 
*‘ with the Father*’:” from which words we may col- 
lect, that this was not a term then used for the first 
time by Dionysius, but that earlier writers had used 
it before him; and the very fact of his being accused 
of not using the word shews that it was one, which 
writers upon this mysterious question were in the ha- | 
bit of using. 

From the time of the council of Nice to the pre- 
sent day, it has often been asserted that the word 
was invented, or at least first applied to the Son, by 
the Fathers assembled at that council. We might 
have imagined this assertion to be unfounded from 
the testimony of Eusebius* and Athanasius‘, both 
of whom tell us, that the Fathers did not invent a 
new term, but that writers of note at different times 
had already used it. Athanasius expressly names 
Dionysius as having applied the term to Christ: and 
fortunately the letter of Dionysius is preserved to 
confirm this assertion. 

Rufinus also tells us", that Origen used the term; 
and Pamphilus has preserved a passage containing 
it, which I have already quoted at p. 320-21. but I 
have reserved these remarks for this place, because 
Dionysius is the first writer, whose original works 
remain containing the actual Greek word éuootcws, 
expressly applied to the Son. It also occurs more 
than once in the creed or exposition of faith drawn 
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up by the council of Antioch in the year 269, which 
is given at N°. 327. 

Irenzeus however in the second century had used 
the term: he says, that “ the material man was 
“made after the image of God, like to Him, but 
“not of one substance with God*.” It seems so 
perfectly evident that man could not be of one sub- 
stance with God, that Irenzeus would hardly have 
mentioned the fact, if he had not been in the habit 
of considering another person, who was also the 
image of God, to be really of one substance with 
Him. No other of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, whose 
genuine works remain, has used the term; though 
Athanasius tells us, that it was applied to the Father 
and the Son by Dionysius bishop of Rome’. Ina 
work erroneously ascribed to Justin Martyr? we find 
the word: and in the extracts of Theodotus, which 
have been ascribed to Clement of Alexandria, but 
which are certainly of much later date, the word 
occurs at c. 42. where the body of Jesus is said to be 
of one substance with the church. In a spurious 
work ascribed to Origen*, it is said that God the 
Word is of one substance with the Father. The 
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term is also to be found in the treatise wpon Faith, 
which is ascribed to Gregory of Neoczsarea, c. 2. 
but which is generally supposed to be of a later 
date. 

It appears therefore that out of the Greek Fa- 
thers, who wrote before the council of Nice, the 
word covets, as applied to the union of the Father 
and the Son, was used by Origen, Dionysius of 
Alexandria, the Fathers at the council of Antioch, 
and Dionysius of Rome; to which we may perhaps 
add the much older authority of Irenzus. The 
names of profane authors, who have used the term, 
may be seen in lexicons. 

It must not however be omitted, that some ex- 
pressions of Latin writers seem clearly to shew, that 
the word consubstantial was not strange to their 
ears. In the Latin translation of Irenzeus, we read, 
that ‘the Holy Ghost declared the birth of Christ, 
** which was of a Virgin, and his substance, that he 
« was God,” from which it would appear that Ire- 
nzeus believed in the consubstantiality of God and 
Christ, though -he did not perhaps actually use the 
word. éuovoiws in this place. Tertullian however 
seems to have had it more directly in view, when he 
said, that ** The Son of God was called God from 
“ unity of substance’.” In another place he con- 
demns the heretics, who made the Father Son and 
Holy Ghost to be absolutely and personally one, 


> Diligenter igitur significavit 
Spiritus Sanctus per ea que di- 
cta sunt generationem ejus, que 
est ex Virgine, et substantiam, 
quoniam Deus. UI. 21. 
217. See also IL. 17.7. p: 139 
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“ As if all-might not be one in this way, that all 
“ proceed from one, I mean by unity of substance*;” 
soon after which he expressly says, that “the Three 
“are of one substance’.” In the same treatise he 
says, that “ he derives the Son from nothing else 
“but from the substance of the Father':” and 
again, “ I every where hold one substance in three 
“ coherent Persons’.” It will surely be allowed 
after these examples, that if Tertullian, who under- 
stood Greek, and had written in that language, had 
not met with the word <époovcis, he was at least 
fully acquainted with the doctrine which it con- 
veyed, and expressed it as adequately as he could 
in Latin words, 

Novatian also says, that “ there is one true God 
«‘ and eternal Father, from whom this divine power is 
* sent forth, and being delivered to the Son is again 
“ by communion of substance brought back to the 
“ Father".” Lactantius, speaking of the Father and 
the Son, says, that “ both have one mind, one spirit, 
“ one substance.” 

Perhaps Athanasius and Eusebius were not wrong 
in saying, that the word ooovc10s was used by writers 
who lived before the council of Nice. 
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sum per substantiz communio- 
nem ad Patrem revolvitur. c. 31. 

i Una utrique mens, unus 
spiritus, una substantia est. In- 
stit. IV. 29. p. 351. 
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306. Dionysi ex Klench. et Apol. c. 10. p. 95. 

“‘ If any of my accusers imagine, because I have 
“* called God the Maker and Creator of all things, 
“that I also call Him the maker of Christ, let 
- “ him observe, that I first had called Him Father, 
“in which the term Son is included; for I intro- 
“ duced the word Maker after I had used that of 
‘* Father; and neither is He the Father of the things 
“of which He is the maker, if he that begets is 
“‘ properly called father—nor is the Father a 
“maker, if only he who makes a thing with his 
“‘ hands is called maker *.” . 

307. Dionysi ex Elench. et Apol. c. 11. p. 96. 

In the following chapter he allows that he may 
have applied the word Maker to God with refer- 
ence to His Son; but he says, that he used it “ on 
“* account of the flesh which the Word assumed and 
‘*‘ which was made!:” he mentions also the sense in 
which zomrys was applied by the Greeks to poets, 
i.e. the makers of their works ; which is evidently a 
metaphorical sense, and merely means that their 
works were produced by them. 

If Dionysius was accused of calling the Son a 
creature, merely because he called God the Maker, 
Iloyrys, of all things, nothing could be more unfair 
than such a charge. The very fact of this word 
coming to signify a poet proves, as Dionysius ob- 
serves, that manual formation was not a necessary 
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part of the idea attached to the term: and if Diony- 
sius even said that God was the Maker, [o:mrys, of 
His Son, meaning thereby that the Son originated 
from the Father, as being begotten by him, he might 
still have believed in the coeternity of the Father 
and the Son. For though Homer existed before the 
Iliad, yet we cannot say that the poet Homer existed 
before his poetry: he was not a poet, till the poetry 
had an existence; which I merely observe for the 
sake of shewing, that the word zayrys, maker, does 
not necessarily imply that the person of whom it is 
predicated, existed before the thing which he pro- 
duced. 

308. Dionysit ex Elench. et Apol. c. 13. p. 97. 

This fragment contains some illustrations of the 
manner in which the Son was generated by the Fa- 
ther; “ He was begotten, life of life, and flowed as 
“a river from a fountain, and was a shining light 
“ kindled from an inextinguishable light ™.” 
309. Dionysit Epistola adv. Paul. Samos. p. 203. 

This letter was written by Dionysius against the 
heresy of Paul of Samosata, and we may collect 
from it that the following were some of the opinions 
maintained by Paul. He believed that Christ was 
in fact two persons; one of whom was by nature the 
Son of God, who existed before: but the other was | 
merely called Christ, and had no previous existence, 
but was a mere man, who for his singular piety and 
virtue was called God. Paul therefore believed that — 
God had a Son, whom he also called the Word of 
God, but he denied that Jesus was this person. 
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Dionysius wrote a letter to shew the absurdity of 
this doctrine, and at p. 204. he says, “You pur- 
“ posely conceal the knowledge, that one only- 
* begotten Son of God is spoken of, as the divinely 
*“‘ inspired Scriptures testify of him, who is also called 
« Jesus Christ, the Lord of glory, as it is written 
“of him: (1 Cor. ii. 8.) who also saves those that 
* believe on him by his own suffering, saving them 
‘“as God and not as man; Sor; it is said, he shall 
< save his people from their sins: (Matt. i. 21.) 
“for God alone has power to save from sin, as a 
“creditor has to forgive a debt, for who is a God 
“ Like unto thee, that pardoneth iniquity, and pass- 
“< eth by their transgressions ®?” (Micah vii. 18.) 
Beside other proofs of the divinity of Christ con- 
tained in this passage, Dionysius could not have 
applied the words of Micah to Christ, unless he had 
believed him to be really God. 
310. Dionysu Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. p. 205, 6. 
Paul having said, that Jesus was a mere man, who 
was taken into favour by God for his peculiar sanc- 
tity, Dionysius observes, that the life of Christ was 
not one of such strict and rigorous sanctity as that 
of John the Baptist: “ It is therefore absurd to say, 
“ that Christ was a man, or that he found favour 
*« with God above all men so as to have God dwell 
“in him, without ascetic and laborious righteous- 
“ ness: for Christ is not in name only, but in truth, 
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“ being the Word before the worlds, Christ the Lord 
*« Jesus; for he himself became man being incarnate 
‘of Marye:7 
311. Dionysiit Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. p. 207. 

Dionysius addresses himself to Paul, as one “ who 
“‘ was enraged against the Lord, who is the Father 
“of Christ, and against His Christ: who is Christ 
“the power of God, the Wisdom of the Father, 
“‘ being the eternal Word: for being eternal he be- 
“ came a child, being begotten a Son for us P.” 
312. Dionysi Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. p. 207, 8 

“‘ But Isaiah before this was inspired and spake of 
“‘ the Child, who was God, the mighty oe and the 
« Virgin who conceived 4.” 
313. Dionysu Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. p. 210. 

‘* But Christ, who rose from the dead, died and 
“‘ lived, that he might be Lord of the dead and the 
“ living: for he is God by nature, who had dominion 
“ over all things: and having risen, and being re- 
“‘ cognised by his wounds to be very God, who was 
“‘ crucified and rose again, and was declared by 
“ Thomas to be God and Lord with equal honour, 
“‘ (for the Lord God who was wounded for our sakes 
“ rose again having the wounds in his hands:) for 
“‘ the God of the apostles, who was handled by them, 
“was not by nature man, but by nature God, who 
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“‘ has the heathen for his inheritance, and is theJ udge 
‘“‘ of all the earth, as it is written, drise, O God, 
« judge the earth, for thou shalt inherit all nations, 
“ (Psalm Ixxxii. 8.) Christ being the Word, the Son 
“* of God, the heir, died in later times after his ser- 
* vants the prophets, as he himself says in the Gos- 
*‘ pels to those who killed the prophets'.”. Then 
follows the passage which has been given already at 
p. 113. after which we read, “ Christ is one, who is — 
“in the Father, the coeternal.Word: there is one 
“* person of him, the invisible God, and who became 


“ visible, for God was manifest in the flesh, (1 Tim. 
“ i. 16.) being made of a woman, who was begotten 


“ of God his Father. 


One only Virgin the daugh- 


“ter of life brought forth the living and self-sub- 
‘< stantial Word, the uncreated Creator, the God who 
‘* came into the world and was unknown, God who 
‘is above the heavens, the Maker of heaven, the 


“> Creator of the world °.” 


This last sentence seems 


alone sufficient to refute the assertion, that Dionysius 
believed Christ to be @ creature. 
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314. Dionysi Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. p. 214,15. 

“ He that was begotten of God before the worlds, 
“ the same in the latter days was born of his mo- 
“ ther: for this reason the Jews were murderers of 
“ God*, because they crucified the Lord of glory ; 
‘“ for if Christ were not himself the Word, very God, 
* he could not have been without sin: for no one is 
“ without sin, except one, who is Christ, as also the 
* Father of Christ, and the Holy Ghost : whence also 
* he died voluntarily, and rose again voluntarily, hav- 
“‘ ing performed the divine miracles, being the only- 
“ begotten Son of God: it is he who asked for the di- 
“ vine glory, which he had before the world was; (John 
“ xvii. 5.) not that he was destitute of it; God for- 
“ bid! but he says, that the manifestation of himself 
“was made to us, that we who believe might glo- 
“rify him, who was glorified in strength, being 
*‘ righteous by nature, as God, not by ascetic exer- 
« cise, like any religious man — but Christ was not 
“ shewn forth in ascetic practice by religious faith, 
“ as we have said already: for his righteousness was 
“ natural, and his power divine: and he is himself 
“* believed to be the only true God, who requires of 
“ men that they should profess their faith in him ".” 
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315. Dionysu adv. Paul. Samos. Quest.1. p. 218. 

Beside the letter which Dionysius wrote against 
the heretic Paul, there is another work of his, con- 
taining answers to ten questions, which Paul pro- 
posed as objections to the orthodox belief. The 
whole of this treatise might be translated as contain- 
ing the most unequivocal assertions of the divinity 
of Christ, and his eternal coexistence with the Fa- 
ther: nor will there be need of much introduction or 
prefatory remark to make the different passages in- 
telligible: but if we could entertain any doubt as to 
what were the tenets of the catholic church in the 
days of Dionysius, we may collect them most fully 
from the objections which Paul of Samosata brought 
forward. _ 

Thus in the first question he says, “ How can you 
‘“‘ say and write that Christ is by nature the God of 
‘“‘ the apostles, and not a man like ourselves? for he 
“‘ appears to have come to suffer, and he says, Now zs 
“my soul troubled: (John xii. 27.) say whether this 
“is the nature of a God*?” After reading this, it 
seems impossible to deny, that in the opinion of Paul 
the whole catholic church believed Jesus Christ to 
be God by nature: and almost every one of the ten 
questions leads us to the same conclusion. Diony- 
sius answers the objection by bringing instances from 
the Old Testament, where God is said to repent and 
be agitated, and particularly from Hosea xi. 8; after 
which he says, “Is it not plain, that he who spoke 
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“ by Hosea is the same who says in his passion, Now 
“7s my soul troubled ? Acknowledge therefore 
“ that he who was crucified was not a man, but one 
“ holy, one only-begotten Son of God, the Word ¥.” 
316. Dionysit adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. II. p. 220. 
The second question contains a similar objection ; 
and Dionysius again brings instances of God being 
said to be angry, “ But if He is not grieved when He 
visits the disobedient with His anger, there would 
“ also be no joy: how then does Jesus, who is God, 
* that cannot lie, say, Verily, verily, I say unto 
“ you, there is joy in heaven over one sinner that 
“ repenteth ; (Luke xv. 7.) and again it is written, 
“« The wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
«against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of 
«< men, who hold the truth of God in unrighteous- 
“ ness: (Rom. i. 18.) this is the wrath of God against 
“ those who grieve the Son of God, who is the true 
* God, because they also grieve the Father, who to- 
“ gether with the Son is without beginning, as also 
“ the Holy Ghost ”.” 
317. Dionysi adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. III1.p. 221. 
In the third question, which it is not necessary to 
state at length, Paul charges Dionysius with saying, 
that Christ “is the Word and Wisdom of the Father, 
“ and God coeternal with the Father ?:” and Diony- 
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sius in the course of his reply, says, * The God of Is- 
“ rael, the Lord, when he rose again on the third 
“‘ day, built up in himself those that were dispersed, 
“ a holy temple >.” 
318. Dionysi adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. IV. p. 227. 
The fourth objection is also one which it is not 
necessary to explain: but we may observe, that Di- 
onysius in his reply uses these remarkable words in 
allusion to Psalm xciv. 9. «The hand of the God of 
*‘ Israel planted the ear, who is Jesus, the foun- 
* tain of life, who exists with the Father, the very 
“ Christ Jesus ¢:” and again, “ Jesus Christ, the God 
“of Israel, being about to be led to his holy and 
“ life-giving cross, was not led alone, but the Father 
“ was with him: for before he came to the cross, he 
“said to the blessed apostles, The hour cometh, 
«“ when ye shall all leave me alone: and yet I am 
** not alone, because the Father that sent me is with 
“me, and hath not left me atone ; (John xvi. 32.) 
“so that the type was proved to be reality: for he 
“ that endured the cross thought it not robbery to 
“be equal with God, who is the Word of the Fa- 
‘“ ther, and the Son, and our Lord God, the Lord of 
“hosts, who was lifted up upon the cross for if 
“*« Moses was ordered by the Holy Spirit in the ty- 
“ pical prefiguration to choose the goats without 
*‘ spot, will it not be much more so with the Word 
‘who is of one species with the Father, like 
“him without beginning, the very Christ, coeternal 
“ with him who begat him ? When the Son was 
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led as a sheep to the slaughter, the Father was 
not separated from His Word, who is of one spe- 
cies with himself: the two substances are insepa- 
rable, as is the substantial Spirit of the Father, 
which was in the Son.” At p. 232 he speaks of 
the self-substantial ever-existing Christ, who is 
equal to the Father on account of the absence of 
all difference in substance °®.” And at p. 233, “ He 
of Samosata rose up first, speaking wickedly, call- 
ing the blood of Jesus corrupt, who is Jesus the 
God of. Israel: and he calls the ransom of all 
corruption and suffering and death, which redeems 
us from the bondage of corruption, the blood of a 
mortal and passible- man, because the Lord of 
glory said to his disciples, Take this and divide 
it: it is the new testament in my blood: do 
this *.” (Luke xxii. 17, 20.) And at the end of this 


argument, p. 237, he says, “ We have proved that 


66 


the holy blood of our God Jesus Christ is not cor- 
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*‘ rupt, nor the blood of a mortal man like ourselves, 
“ but of very God §.” 
319. Dionysii adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. V. p. 237. 

Paul proposes this as the fifth objection. “It is 
“written in the Gospels, that the child grew, and 
** Jesus, who was born of the Holy Ghost and the 
‘*‘ Virgin Mary, waxed strong. (Luke ii. 40.) How 
“then do you say of that which grew and waxed 
*“‘ strong, that it is before the worlds, and equally 
“ without beginning with the unbegotten Father, 
“ and coeternal ®?” 

Dionysius in his reply refers to the prophecy of 
Isaiah vii. 14. and says, “ He adds, Behold a vir- 
** oin shall concewe, and then shews, that the mo- 
“ ther of God, i.e. the Virgin, conceived some one; 
“ whom we acknowledge as our God, the Word His 
‘Son, who is coeternal with the Father. And 
“ what is the quality of the child who was laid in 
“ the manger ? God, mighty, powerful, the Prince of 
** neace, the Father of the world to come:.” And at 
p- 239, “ But the child Jesus, the God of Israel, is 
“the same God, and his years shall not fail.” 
(Psalm cii. 27.) At p. 240 he says, that Paul “ called 
“the Father unbegotten, that by this he might 
“‘ prove Christ to be recent and created: for he can- 
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“ not bear to speak of Christ, as the coeternal image 
“of the substance of God the Father!” These 
words might naturally lead us to ask of Mr. Lind- 
sey and the Unitarians, if Dionysius objected to 
Paul, that he called Christ a@ creature, how could 
he have called him so himself ? 

At p. 242 he concludes by saying, “ He was 
“ therefore not a man, as we are, who zxcreased in 
“ stature and wisdom, but God born as a child and 
“ given unto us as a Son, existing eternally before 
“the worlds: and to us he really increased, and 
‘‘ will increase daily, and his years do not fail: for 
“Christ is unchangeable, as being God the Word 
ng Jesus our God ws the same, and his years 
§ shall not fail.” 

320. Dionysu adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. V1.p. 249, 3. 

“ It is written, that the angel of the Lord ap- 
“neared unto Joseph in a dream, saying &c. 
“ (Matt. 11. 13.) Do you then say, that the child 
‘* who fled with his mother, is coeternal with God 
“and the Father? And how do you say, that that 
“ which goes from place to place, which was born 
“at Bethlehem, is coeternal with Him who is un- 
- begotten ™ ?” 

It is needless to give the answer of Dionysius, 
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which is so obvious, and I shall only quote from it 
such passages as bear upon the present subject. At 
p. 244, speaking of the text, Out of Egypt have I 
called my Son, he observes, “ He speaks of the Son, 
“ whom the multitude of the blessed spirits above 
“‘ worship, the one and undivided Christ, coeternal 
“with the Father, equally without beginning, the 
“ Creator together with the Father: for Jesus, the 
‘¢ Word before the worlds, is God of Israel, as also is 
“the Holy Ghost: but if because Joseph fled into 
« Kgypt with Mary, the mother of God, carrying in 
“her arms our refuge and God and strength, he 
‘‘ therefore says, that he fled like one of us, as David 
« did from Saul’°——” 

At p. 247, “ Christ, who is God in the Father, is 
“ spoken of by the Holy Ghost, by the mouth of 
«« David, as eternally Christ, who for our sakes en- 
‘“ dured to become flesh, when he was the Word, 
‘“ and remained Christ, the Word, Jesus, God P.” 
At the end, speaking of the heresy of Paul, he says, 
p. 248, “ He shall not escape with impunity for 
“ speaking blasphemy against the merciful Holy 
“ Spirit: for God is a spirit, (John iv. 24.) as 
* Christ hath taught us, who is Truth, God over 


“all, he that rideth upon 


\ / \ % n 
© Yiov de eyes, ov mporkuver 4 
~ Caled 7 A \ \ 
TAY ave Ayioy Tvevpatoy TAOS Toy 
ef eae / \ \ of 
eva kat aneporoy Xpiordv, Toy cwval- 
~ \ 
cov Tod Tlatpoc, cuvavapyov, cuvdns- 
oupyay t@ Ilatpi Beds yap Iopanr 
> ~  ¢ \ 2 7 R / ¢ \ ‘ 
Iyooug 0 mpo aiwvwy Aayos, woKas TO 
ce x ap SN x \ / > 
aysoy mvedpua’ ei Oe ice TO hevyesy ele 
Alyuntoy toy loon & % Oeore, 
yun oy ‘loan ana tn Ceotoxy 


Mapig. év ayxcrass pepoon tyy Ka- 


XQ e ~ \ * \ 
Tapuyny nAdy Kai Gea Kat Svvapsy, 


a swift cloud, and shall 


\ ~ e e/ ~ > €¢ w 
Kab TOUTOY, WS Eva TOY KAP Hdc, 
Ck / ¢ Nas, \ > \ 
oper pevyovta, ws tov Aavid amo 
Daodva 

7 b % ~ ‘ 

P Xpiotos 6 @ecg ev +H Marpi, 

ice mvevuatos ayiov tnd Aavid Ky- 


prretar del Xpictdg 6 Oi Huds Kan 
tadeEauevos yeverbat capt, Néyas 
a ~ / \ / by wn 
OY, Kab pretvag Xpratog Aoyos lyoous 
6 Oese. 


378 DIONYSIUS ALEXANDRINUS, A. D. 260. 


«come into Ligypt, the Lord (Isaiah xix. 1.) God 
“ of Israel, Jesus Christ 49.” 
321. Dionysti adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. VII. p. 248. 

Paul here asks Dionysius to explain to him the 
meaning of the text Phil. ii. 6. &c. for according to 
Paul’s own notion, the man Jesus, who was called 
Christ, had an existence of his own, like any other 
man, before the title of Christ was given to him by 
God: and what is said of Christ, that he took the 
form of a servant, was quoted by Paul of Samosata 
in support of his opmion: for he argued, that if 
Christ took the form of a servant, that. form must 
have existed first, or it could not have been taken. 

I have already observed at p. 109, that Dionysius 
gives an explanation of the whole passage, and I 
have there quoted his words at some length. He 
goes on at p. 257. to comment upon that part of the 
text, “ taking the form of a servant, made in the 
“ Likeness of men: Jesus Christ, who is Lord and 
“‘ God of the apostles, who took the form of a ser- 
“vant, when the mystical supper was ended, 7ose 
“< from supper, Jesus the God of the apostles, and 
“laid aside his garments; and taking a linen 
“ cloth he girded himself. (John xiii. 4.) This is 
“ the form of a servant: and being found in fash- 
“zion as a man, he was there found as a servant by 
‘“‘ those who did not seek him: for his disciples did 
“ not leave all their goods and follow a servant 
“ but they followed him himself, Jesus the Son of 
“ God, who submitted to gird himself with a cloth, 
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“ and to put water in a basin, and wash the feet of 
*‘ servants, he who was by nature Lord, and not by 
‘* nature a servant, who took the form of a servant, 
“ being made in the likeness of men*.” | 

We must remember, that Dionysius is arguing 
against the notion, that Jesus was actually a man in 
a servile station, who was afterwards honoured with 
the title of Christ: and he says, that the disciples 
would not have followed him, had they known him 
to be merely a servant; but after he had united the 
human nature to the divine, being made in the like- 
ness of men, he then performed acts which are more 
becoming a servant than a master. This explana- 
tion of the words necessarily implies the preexistence 
of Christ. 

At p. 259, “ The apostle continues, he humbled 
“ himself: do you see what is meant by his humbling 
“himself? It was not the servant that humbled 
‘“‘ himself, but the lordly character of the servant, 
“‘ which required him to serve, as Pharaoh made 
«‘ Tsrael to serve: hence he says, that he humbled 
“himself. There is therefore no room given to 
‘“ blasphemers in this place to deny what is said, 
“ but their mouths are stopped by his humbling 
“ himself and being obedient unto death: for God 
“ disfigured himself and heard the prayer of His 
“‘ suppliants, and He bowed the heavens and came 
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* down (Psalm xviii. 9.) to free us, being free, as 
“ God and Lord of Glory, Jesus. Christ Where- 
« fore also God hath highly exalted him: yea, for 
“ God says to my God, Jesus Christ by David, Be 
“thou exalted, O God, above the heavens, and 
“let thy glory be above all the earth, (Psalm 


6 dvii.'5:) 


The Father hath manifested Christ 


* unto us, who exists eternally with Him, zx whom 


tay 


‘dwelleth the fulness of the Godhead bodily. 


“ (Col. 11. 9.) Observe how St. Paul reveals the 
“ mystery: for he says, that the Father and the 


“Spirit dwell bodily in Christ. 


When Christ the 


‘Word, became flesh, the Father did not cease 
* from being contained in him who became flesh, 
“‘ because Christ became a body: the Word be- 
“came flesh; and he shews that Christ is not 
‘‘ altered by becoming flesh, being always  co- 
“eternal with Him that begat him: 7x him dwell- 


“eth the whole fulness of the Godhead bo- 


‘ dily 8.” 
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P. 262. “ Those who are servants of the devils 
“that ran down the steep place are not worthy of 
*“ this sight, who say that the Lord of glory was a 
** servant, or one of those men who are preeminently 
“rewarded: for the Scripture does not teach us, 
“ that we are to bow the knee to the form of a ser- 
** vant and swear by him; for we have been taught 
*‘ to have no other God but our God: it was not a 
* holy man nor a servant, who made the heaven and 
“the earth: and let the gods, who did not make 
“the heaven and the earth, be destroyed beneath 
“the whole heaven ener with their worship- 
“pers! 

322. Dionysi adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. VIII. 

p. 263. 

In this passage Paul brings an objection to the 
divinity of Christ, from the circumstance of his 
parents missing him on their return from Jerusalem, 
and finding him in the temple. After quoting the 
passage, he asks, “‘ How can you glorify him who 
“ was twelve years old, and sought after, on account 
“ of whom his parents were grieved until they found 
“him, if he is without beginning and coeternal with 
‘¢ the Father " ?” ! 

The answer to this objection is the same as that 
made to all the others, and Dionysius, in the course 
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of his reply, says, “ The mother of God returned 
seeking her Lord and God, him who became her 
Son*:” and again, at p. 265. “ The mother of my 
God says to my God, We have sought thee sor- 
“rowing. It is written in the prophet Hosea, (xii. 
“ 4.) They wept with the Holy Spirit, and made 
“ supplication unto me ; they found me in my house, 
« and there I spake with them: but the Lord God . 
“ the Almighty shall be their memorialY. Do you 
“see where he was found who was sought with 
“ weeping? There’ the Lord God spoke to them, 
“ saying, How is it that ye sought me? Wrist ye 
“ not that I must be in my Father's house? ? He 
“‘ says by the prophet, They found me in my house, 
‘and in the Gospels, I must be in my Father's 
‘“‘ house: for all things that the Father hath are 
schist.” | 
323. Dionysii adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. IX. p.266. 
It is plain from this question, that when Christ 
was called God by Dionysius and the catholic church, 
they were understood by Paul to mean that he was 
. the God, who is spoken of by Isaiah xl. 28. where 
we translate the words, “ The everlasting God, the 
«“ Lord, the Creator of the ends of the earth, &c. 
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Paul’s version was rather different, but equally ex- 
pressive: he says, “ It is written in Isaiah, The 
“ mighty God, the everlasting, hungereth not, net- 
“< ther 1s weary: there is no searching of his un- 
« derstanding. But it is written of Jesus, that he 
“ both hungered and was weary. But the everlast- 
“ing Lord, as I said before, is not hungry nor 
weary" 

Dionysius says in his reply, p. 267, “ Concerning 
* God being hungry or not, or eating or not eating, 
* no one can tell how it is: but I know that it is 
“ written, Zhe God of gods hath said, If I were 
“ hungry, I would not tell thee : (Psalm 1. 12.) and 
*‘ we find that this same God is Jesus Christ; that 
“when he is hungry, he says to no one, I am 
“hungry; but angels coming after his temptation 
“‘ ministered unto him. It is written, Will I eat 
“the flesh of bulls, or drink the blood of goats ? 
« (Psalm 1. 13.) Thus saith God: but He did not 
“ say, I have not eaten, for God cannot lie; for He 
“is Truth: Abraham set before God the calf which 
“he had dressed, and the loaves which Sarah 
‘“ baked; and God ate, and did not conceal from 
“ him that I will return unto thee according to the 
“ time of life, and Sarah shall have a son. (Gen. 
“ xviii. 10.) Observe God saying, I will return to 
“ thee, &c. Is it not plain that he is the same who 
“ says to his disciples, J go and come to you, and 
*“ will receive you with me? (John xiv. 2, 3.) This 
“is the God who said, If I were hungry, I would 
“‘ not tell thee : he is the same, and is not changed : 
* the Word who became flesh, who was God and. 


b *Emotqoe, which is an instance in how many senses Dionysius 
used the word. See p. 365. 
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“willingly hungered,; does not say, L am hun- 
‘Ory 2 Gee, 

Afterwards, having quoted those words of ee 
(xl. 31.) “ They that wait upon God shali run and 
“ not be weary, or, as he translates it, and not be 
“hungry; he says that it may be asked, “ Why 
“‘ then did not the apostle find it so? but he writes, 
‘‘ that thrice he suffered shipwreck : he does this to 


“ stop your wicked belief, and to prove that Christ 
‘was not merely a holy man, but holy God: for 


a 


‘men entertained Paul who was holy, one of whom 


““ was Onesimus the friend of the apostle—but we 
‘“‘ find none of these things in Christ: but we find, 
“ according to what is written in the Old Testa- 
“ ment, that the same God who spake is come to 
“us: he who returned to Abraham according to 
“ the time of life, who ate with Abraham, the same 


“ came to us and was hungry, who said, If I were 
“hungry, I would not tell thee: the Word being 
“‘ made flesh was hungry, who giveth food to all 


“‘ flesh, Jesus Christ ¢.” 
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324. Dionysii adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. X. p. 270. 

Paul having quoted those words of Peter, (Acts 
ii. 36.) that God hath made that same Jesus, whom 
ye have crucified, both Lord and Christ, proceeds 
to ask, how it could be that he was made Lord and 
Christ by God: “ For your writings say, that he who 
** was crucified was God, and coeternal with the Fa- 
“ ther; but he who was crucified says himself to Mary, 
“« Touch me not; for I am not yet ascended to my 
* Father. (John xx. 17.) But you do not suffer it 
** to be said, that he was not yet ascended; but you 
*‘ write every where, that he was coeternal with the 
« Father, though he said, Z am not yet ascended to 
*“‘ the Father °.” ; 

Dionysius begins his answer with acknowledging 
unequivocally, “ that I have written, and now write, 
* and confess and believe and preach, that Christ is 
* coeternal with the Father, the only-begotten Son 
‘and Word of the Father‘.” Afterwards he says, 
« T will now come with God’s assistance to explain 
“‘ what is meant by the words, God hath made him 
‘“ Lord and Christ. It is written, that God so 
« loved the world, that He gave His only-begotten 
“«¢ Son into the world: Christ Jesus, who exists eter- 
“ nally, Christ the Lord, is become our God: and 
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“we became his people, who before as sheep had 
« gone astray; but now we have returned to the 
“ Shepherd and Bishop of our souls: (1 Pet. ii. 25.) 
‘we have returned to him who existed eternally, 
“Christ the Lord: for Christ the Lord was born 
“ for our sakes: for as to us a child was born, the 
«« Son, who is eternal, the same is become my sal- 
*‘ vation: we were before not his people, as we knew 
“him not. The Word of the Father was not pro- 
« duced by a word, like the multitude of the blessed 
“spirits above; but being the Word of the sub- 
“stance of the Father, he was begotten: for the 
“ Word, Jesus Christ, was not created 8.” 

P. 274. “And as to the true Jesus, the God of 
“ Israel, saying, I am not yet ascended to my Fa- 
“ ther, they had not yet seen him going up whither 
“he was before: these are the words of God the 
“ Word, when he was man, What if ye see the Son 
“of man going up whither he was before? (John 
“ vi. 62.) and again, No man hath ascended up to 
« heaven, but he that came down from heaven, the 
« Son of man, who is in heaven. He is become my 
‘* God and Lord, Jesus, who is one, the Word: there 
“is one substance of him and one person: it is he 
“to whom all things were subjected’ by the Father ; 
“ not being inferior to the Father, he prayed for us, 
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saying, Holy Father, sanctify them, keep them 
in the world.” (John xvii. 11, 17 *.) 

At p. 277. he says, “ But Christ died for all: let 
us therefore consider him that endured such oppo- 
sition to himself for us sinners, that we may not 
be weary and faint in our souls: it is he that 
came down to Abraham; he came down to Moses 
to free the people; and now in the latter times 


coming for our sakes, not in the form of fire, but 


was conceived in the womb of the Virgin Mary, 
the Holy Ghost having come upon her For 
the only-begotten God, the Word, who came down 
from heaven, was conceived and born of the Virgin 
Paradise that possesses all things : the Holy Ghost 
came upon her, the power of the Highest over- 
shadowed her, and the holy thing that was born 
was the child Jesus; the mighty God, the power- 
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I have translated this passage 
according to the reading and 
punctuation of the edition to 
which I refer, that of Rome 
1796. A Roman editor would 
be pleased with finding the 
Virgin Mary called, “ the vir- 
** gin Paradise that possesses 
* all things.” But perhaps. we 
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Dionysius Romanus, A. D. 260. 


The history of Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, 
has also led to the mention of his namesake, who 
was bishop of Rome. Of the writings of the latter, 
only a few fragments are preserved in the works of 
Athanasius ; nor is much more known of his history 
than that he succeeded Xystus or Sixtus the Second, 
as bishop of Rome in the year 259, the see having 
remained vacant nearly a year. He died in 269. 

We have seen that he wrote to the bishop of 
Alexandria concerning the Sabellian heresy; and 
Athanasius informs us, that as soon as he heard of 
the charges which were brought against Dionysius 
of Alexandria, “ he wrote at once against the fol- 
“ lowers of Sabellius, and against those opinions for 
“which Arius was afterwards expelled from the 
“ church; declaring that the opinion of Sabellius, 
“and of those who say that the Word of God is a 
“ creature, or workmanship, and made, though di- 
“rectly opposite to each other, were equally im- 
“‘ pious *.” In another work he tells us, * that when 
“some brought accusations to the bishop of Rome 
“against the bishop of Alexandria, as if he had 
‘“ called the Son a creature, and not consubstantial - 
‘‘ with the Father, the synod at Rome was offended, 
“and the bishop of Rome sent the judgment of 
“‘ them all to his namesake '.” 


should read xvodopyOels ex mapbe- 
wikov Tlapadelrou’ Tod exovros Te may- 
ta mvedpa ayo én adityy, the 
Holy Spirit of Him that pos- 
sesses all things came upon her. 
Or if we follow the present 
reading, the words éxovtos +é& 
xayvre may be taken to signify 


that Mary bore Jesus in her 
womb, who might truly be call- 
ed every thing: Jesus, who was 
all in all was conceived by the 
Virgin. 

k De sentent. Dionys. Alex. 
Lipiig arena 9. 

! De Synodis. p. 757. ¢. 43- 
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In another work he gives us the sentiments of 
Dionysius in his own words. The bishop, after hav- 
ing condemned those who opposed the catholic doc- 
trine of the Trinity, continues thus: “ Nor would 
“ one find less fault with those who think that the 
«“ Son is a creature, supposing that the Lord was 
“« made, like any of the things that are really made; 
*‘ whereas the Holy Scriptures testify that he had a 
“ suitable and becoming generation, not a kind of 
*‘ formation and creation. It is therefore no small 
“‘ blasphemy, but the greatest, to say that the Lord 
“‘ was in any sense formed. For if the Son was 
‘‘ made, there was a time when he was not; but he 
“ was always, since he is in the Father, as he him- 
“ self says. (John xiv. 11.) And why should I 
_ “ discuss this matter more at length to you who are 
“ spiritual, and clearly understand the absurdities 
“which arise from calling the Son a creature? 
“‘ which, as it appears to me, must have escaped the 
*‘ attention of those persons who began this doctrine, 
“and therefore they have altogether erred from 
“ the truth, misunderstanding the meaning of those 
«‘ words of the holy and prophetical Scriptures, The 
“ Tord established me in the beginning of his 
“ ways. (Prov. viii. 22.) For there is not one mean- 
« ing only to the word established, (éticev,) as you 
‘well know: for we must understand established 
“in this place to mean, He placed me over the 
«< works which were made by Him, but which were 
“‘ made by the Son himself: but established cannot 
“be taken in this place for made: for there is a 
« difference between establishing and making : Is 
“ not He thy Father that hath bought thee? hath 
“ He not made thee and established thee? (Deut. 
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“‘ xxxil. 6.) as Moses says in his great song in Deu- 
“ teronomy. In answer to whom we might also say, 
“O rash and venturous men, is the firstborn of 
“ every creature himself a creature? he that was 
“ conceived of the womb before the morning, who 
“ said in the person of Wisdom, Before all the hills 
“he begetteth me? (Prov. viii. 25.) and in many 
“ places of the Holy Scriptures one may find the 
“ Son spoken of as begotten, not made: by which 
*‘ passages those persons are plainly convicted of 
“ forming false notions concerning the generation of 
“ the Lord, who dare to speak of his divine and in- 
“ effable generation as a creation ™.” 


325. CONCILIUM ANTIOCHENUM, A. D. 269. 
We have yet another document connected with 
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the history of these two bishops, in some letters of 
the council of Antioch concerning the heresy of 
Paul of Samosata. This council was held in the 
year 269, as mentioned above; and after many sit- 
tings the Fathers excommunicated Paul. Before 
however they proceeded to this step, they addressed 
a letter to him, in which their object was to give to 
Paul a summary of their religious creed, which, as 
they say, “had been preserved in the catholic 
“church from the time of the apostles to that 
** day.” 

The letter is a long one, and it will be necessary 
to transcribe nearly the whole of it. The Fathers 
begin with professing their belief in one uncreated 
invisible God; after which they go on to say, “ We 
** acknowledge and preach, that this begotten Son, | 
* the only-begotten Son, is the image of the invisi- 
«‘ ble God, begotten before all creation, the Wisdom 
“ and Word and Power of God, who was before the 
“‘ worlds, God, not by foreknowledge, but in essence 
‘“ and substance Son of God, as we-have known him 
“in the Old and New Testament. But if any one 
‘ should contend, that we are not to believe and 
“ acknowledge the Son of God to be God before the 
‘* foundation of the world, and should say that we 
‘‘ make two Gods, if we preach the Son of God to 
‘‘ be God, we consider such an one to depart from 
‘¢ the ecclesiastical canon, and all the catholic church 
“ agrees with us. For concerning him it is written, 
“ Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c. 
“‘ (Psalm xlv. 6.) and again Isaiah, Our God repay- 
“eth judgment, and will repay; He himself will 
“ come and save us, &c. (xxxv. 4.) and again, In thee 
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“ shall they pray, for God is in thee ; and there is 
“no God but thou, for thou art God, and we 
“ knew tt not, the God of Israel, the Saviour: (xlv. 
** 14.) and the apostle says, Of whom as. concerning 
“ the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God bless- 
“ed for ever. Amen. (Rom. ix. 5.) in which pas- 
“ sage the words ‘ who is over all, and < there is no 
“ God but thou, are to be understood with reference 
* to all created things and all the divinely-in- 
*‘ spired Scriptures declare the Son of God to be 
“God. We believe that he always was with the 
* Father, and fulfilled his Father’s will in the crea- 
“tion of the universe: for He spake, and they 
“ were made ; He commanded, and they were cre- 
« ated. (Psalm cxlviii. 5.) He who commands an- 
“‘ other, must command some one who we are per- 
“‘ suaded was no other than the only-begotten Son 
‘ of God, himself God, to whom also He said, Let 
“us make man,” &c. They then quote John i. 3. 
and Col. i. 16. to shew that the world was created 
by Christ “ as really existing and acting, being at 
* once the Word of God, by whom the Father made 
“all things, not as by an instrument, nor as by 
« [His own] knowledge, which had no substantial 
* existence: for the Father begat the Son as a living 
** self-substantial energy, working ail things in all 
“ things: nor was the Son a spectator only, or 
* merely present, but actually efficient for the cre- 
‘ ation of the universe It was he who, fulfilling 
“his Father’s counsel, appeared to the patriarchs 
«« ____ heing spoken of one while as an Angel, one 
«“ while as the Lord, one while as God. For it is 
* impious to think that the God of the universe is 
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* called an Angel: but the Angel of the Father is 
* the Son, himself being Lord and God ».” 

P. 473. “ We believe also that the Son, who was 
*‘ with the Father, being God and Lord of all created 
“ things, was sent from heaven by the Father, and 
“took our flesh and became man: wherefore the 
** body, which he had from the Virgin, contained ail 
“ the fulness of the Godhead bodily, and is un- 
** changeably united with the Godhead and become 
** God: on which account this same God and man, 
*« Jesus Christ, was predicted in the law and the 
“ prophets, and is believed by the whole church 
“‘ under heaven to be God, and to have humbled 
*‘ himself from having been equal to God, but to 
“* have been man, and of the seed of David accord- 
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“ing to the flesh. It was God who performed the 
“‘ miracles and wonders which are written in the 
* Gospels; but we believe that he became partaker 
“ of flesh and blood, and was tempted in all things 
“ like as we are, without sin °.” 

The reader will observe, that. this passage con- 
tains a quotation of Col. ii. 9. Mor in him dwelleth 
all the fulness of the Godhead bodily, which words 
must convey to every unprejudiced mind a plain 
and unequivocal assertion of the divinity of Christ ; 
and I mention them for the sake of pointing out the 
Socinian tendency of that otherwise excellent work, 
the Lexicon of Schleusner. He interprets this pas- 
sage to mean, that the whole body of believers are 
collected in Christ as in their head. It is hardly 
necessary to point out the absurdity of this interpre- 
tation, which does the most forcible violence to al- 
most all the words of the sentence, giving them an 
highly figurative instead of a literal signification, 
extracts a sense from them which has no connexion 
with the context, and is contradicted by the author- 
ity of all the Fathers who quote the passage. The 
Improved Version translates the passage thus; “ Iv 
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him dwelleth all the fulness of the Deity bodily,” 


and we find in the note this commentary of Pierce; 
«‘ All those blessings which proceed from the God- 
‘‘ head, and wherewith we are filled, dwell in Christ 
* truly and substantially.” Mr. Belsham renders it, 
«“ In him resideth substantially a fulness of divine 
“ communications ;”’ but he has not acquainted us 
with the process by which éeérys comes to signify di- 
vine communications. There can be little doubt 
that St. Paul had in his view the absurd notions of 
the Gnostics concerning the pleroma. In the pre- 
ceding verse he guards his brethren against the sub- 
tleties of false philosophy, and he tells them, that the 
real pleroma, i.e. the full majesty of the Godhead, 
resided in Christ, and in him only. He had said the 
same in chap. i. 19. and we may observe, that the pas- 
sage was understood in no other way by Irenzus, 
and even by the Gnostics?, and by all the Fathers 
of the three first centuries. 

326. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Dionysium et 

Maximum. 

Another letter is also preserved by Eusebius 4, 
which was written by the same council to Dionysius 
bishop of Rome, and Maximus bishop of Alexandria, 
in which the Fathers give an account of their pro- 
ceedings ; and towards the end of it there is this de- 
claration of their sentiments upon the question in 
dispute. “ God, who clothed himself with and bore 
« the human nature, was neither without a participa- 
“‘ tion in those passions, which are properly and pri- 
“marily human; neither were the actions, which 
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“are properly and primarily divine, excluded from 
“ the human nature, in which he was, and which he 
“ made the instrument of performing these actions. 
“¢ Properly and primarily he was formed as man in 
“the womb; and God was in the womb in a se- 
“ condary sense, being substantially united to the hu- 
* man nature *.” 

The principal difficulty in translating this passage 
is caused by the word zpoyyoupévws, but the meaning 
of it is made plain by its being opposed to xara devte- 
pov Acyov: and Dr. Routh has correctly pointed out, 
that in the former part of the passage it is to be 
taken in conjunction with av$periev and beiwy, and not 
withapéroyovand apopov. When our Saviour felt hunger 
or sorrow, they were the feelings which belonged to 
him properly as man: they did not belong to him as 
God, but God felt them, because He had united him- 
self to man. So also when he worked miracles, they 
were the works which properly belonged to him as 
God: and the man Jesus worked miracles, because 
the Deity was residing in him. In the same manner 
that which was formed in the womb of Mary was 
strictly and properly the human nature of Jesus. If 
we say that God was in the womb of the Virgin, we 
may speak correctly ; but we are then not speaking 
of God in His distinct divine nature, but we are 
speaking of Him as united to the human nature. 
In this sense, but in this sense only, God was in the 
womb of the Virgin. 

We may well be surprised, as Dr. Routh observes, 
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how any person could consider this passage as lower- 
ing the divinity of Christ, and containing a doctrine 
which was in unison with that of the heretic Paul. 
It surely asserts Jesus Christ to be God in the high- 
est sense of the term. It states him to have been 
God before his incarnation in the womb of the Vir- 
gin; and clearly distinguishes between his divine 
and human natures; which is diametrically opposite 
to the opinion of Paul, who denied his preexistence, 
and ascribed to him only one nature, the human. 

We may add to these official accounts of the coun- 
cil’s proceedings a passage from Athanasius, who, 
speaking of the Fathers assembled at Antioch, says, 
that “they used great. care to confute the opinions 
“ of Paul, and to prove that the Son existed before all 
* things, and that God was not born from a human 
« being, but that bemg God he took on him the form 
“ of a servant, and being czhe Word became flesh, as 
« St. John says *.” 

327. Symbolum Antiochenum. 

In the Acts of the council of Ephesus, which was 
held A. D. 431. to consider the doctrines of Nestorius, 
there is a creed or exposition of faith which is said 
to be that “ of the bishops assembled at Nice in the 
“council, and a declaration of the same council 
“ against Paul of Samosata.” There seems to be 
no doubt but that the name of Nice in this passage 
is a mistake, and that we ought to read Antioch. 
Paul of Samosata had been dead many years before 
the council of Nice, nor had that council any thing to 
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do with condemning his tenets: but we are told, that 
this creed “ was brought forward to convict the he-. 
“ retic Nestorius of holding the same opinions with 
‘“ Paul of Samosata, who was anathematized 160 
“ years before by the orthodox bishops.” From the 
year 269, when the council of Antioch was held, to 
431, when that of Ephesus assembled, the interval is 
just 162 years, so that it seems quite certain that 
the creed, which was produced against Nestorius at 
the council of Ephesus, was that of the Fathers as- 
sembled in the year 269 at Antioch to. condemn Paul 
of Samosata. The creed is as follows : | 
“ We acknowledge our Lord Jesus Christ, begotten 
“ of the Father according to the Spirit before the 
“‘ worlds, in the latter days born of the Virgin ac- 
“ cording to the flesh, one Person compounded of 
“‘ heavenly divinity and human flesh, and one with 
“respect to his being man't: both altogether God 
“and altogether man; altogether God, even with 
“ the body, but not God with respect to the body ; 
“‘ and altogether man with the divinity, but not man 
“‘ with respect to the divinity: thus altogether to be 
‘“* worshipped even with the body, but not to be wor- 
“ shipped with respect to the body ; altogether wor- 
“ shipping " even with the divinity, but not worship- 
“ ping with respect to the divinity; altogether un- 
** created even with the body, but not uncreated with 
“ respect to the body ; altogether formed, even with 
“the divinity, but not formed with respect to the 
_ “divinity ; altogether of one substance with God, 
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even with the body, but not of one substance with 
God with respect to the body; like as he is not of 
one substance with men with respect to his divi- 
nity, although even with the divinity he is of one 
substance with us according to the flesh: for when 
we say that he is of one substance with God ac- 
cording to the Spirit, we do not say that he is of 
one substance with men according to the Spirit ; 
and again, when we preach that he is of one sub- 
stance with men according to the flesh, we do not 
preach that he is of one substance with God ac- 
cording to the flesh; for as according to the Spirit, 
he is not of one substance with us, since in this re- 
spect he is of one substance with God, so neither 
according to the flesh is he of one substance with 
God, since in this respect he is of one substance 
with us; and like as these points have been distin- 
guished and explained, not with a view to divide 
the Person which is indivisible, but in order to shew 
that the properties of the flesh and the Word are 
not confounded, we thus declare the circumstances 
of the indivisible union *.” 
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Archelaus was bishop of Caschar in Mesopotamia, 
and we have still remaining a disputation which he 
held with Manes or Manicheus. The conference 
between these two persons took place first at Caschar, 
and afterwards at Diodoris, a village not far off. The 
date of it is supposed to be about the year 278. 
The disputation was originally written in Syriac; 
but the account which we have of it is in Latin, and 
the translation seems to have been made, not from 
the original Syriac, but from a Greek version. 

I have already mentioned that in the course of the 
dispute Archelaus calls the Virgin Mary the Mother 
of God: (see p.96.) and in a fragment of another 
work of the same Archelaus, we find the following 
remarkable passage concerning the prodigies which 
accompanied our Lord’s crucifixion, “ These divine 
“ wonders proclaimed with a loud voice that he was 
“ God Y.” 


329. Tueonas, A.D. 290. 

Theonas was raised to the see of Alexandria in 
the year 282, and occupied it for nineteen years. 
A letter of his is extant, which he addressed to 
Lucianus, who held a high station in the household 
of the emperor Diocletian. The letter was certainly 
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written in Greek; but we have only a Latin trans- 
lation of it. Lucianus was a Christian, as were 
several other persons, who held similar employments. 
Theonas in this letter gives directions to them all. 
how they should conduct themselves in their several 
situations: and addressing himself particularly to 
him, who had the care of the emperor’s library, he 
says, that he should take every opportunity to bring 
the Scriptures before the notice of the emperor: 
** He will sometimes speak in commendation of the 
“‘ Gospel and of the apostle Paul: mention may be 
‘“‘ made incidentally of Christ; and he will explain 
*‘ by degrees that he is the only God’.” That this 
is the true meaning of the words ejus sola divinitas 
seems clear from a passage which Dr. Routh has 
quoted from the Roman Martyrology, (August. 31.) 
where we are told that “ Aristides presented to the | 
“emperor Hadrian a volume upon the Christian 
“ religion, in which he explained our doctrine, and 
“‘ proved in the clearest manner, that Christ Jesus is 
“ the only God?.”. The two expressions have evi- 
dently the same meaning; and since Theonas un- 
questionably believed in God the Father, he must 
have considered Jesus Christ to be one with the Fa- 
ther, or he could not have styled him the only God. 
He wrote to turn the emperor from polytheism to 
the worship of the one true God, and he expressly 
says that the only God is Christ. We may also 
compare this expression with the quotation from 
Tertullian at the end of N°. 98. 
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insurgere poterit Chri- et quod Christus Jesus 
sti mentio, explicabitur paulatim solus esset Deus, presenti ipso 
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Socrates the ecclesiastical historian», as well as 
Athanasius® and Hilary“, has preserved a creed or 
exposition of faith, which was brought forward at the 
sixth council of Antioch, held in the year 341: and 
Sozomen* informs us, that it was said to be found 
in the hand-writing of Lucianus. He was a presby- 
ter of the church of Antioch, celebrated for his know- 
ledge of the Scriptures, and suffered martyrdom at 
Nicomedia about the year 311, in the persecution of 
Maximinus. 

Dr. Routh ‘ does not venture to admit this creed 
as a genuine composition of Lucianus, though Baro- 
nius, Cave, Basnage, and Bull have maintained its 
authenticity. A question of this nature can never 
be decided so as to exclude farther doubt or contro- 
versy : and without entering more into the dispute, 
I shall only mention, that if the creed was a forgery, 
the Arians were the authors of it. 

It is unquestionable, that the council held at 
Antioch in 341 was composed mostly of persons 
inclined to Arianism. ‘They first drew up a confes- 
sion of faith, which differed considerably from that 
of the council of Nice, and did not give satisfaction. 
They then put forth another, which they asserted to 
have been found in the hand-writing of Lucianus. 
It is also true, that Sozomen, (who is the only writer 
that mentions the latter circumstance,) says, that he 
did not know whether it was genuine or no. But 
one argument used by bishop Bull® is surely suffi- 
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cient to incline us to receive the creed. If it was 
forged by the Arians under the name of Lucianus, 
is it probable, that they would have drawn up a con- 
fession of faith, which entirely contradicted their 
own doctrines? The bishop contends that this is 
the fact: and whether it is so or no, the reader may 
judge for himself. If we are to decide, that it was 
not composed by Lucianus at the end of the third 
century, we must then take it as containing the 
doctrines of the Arians in the year 341: and it is at. 
least satisfactory to see that the Arians at that pe- 
riod differed in so small a degree from the catholic 
church. : 

“ We believe according to the evangelical and 
“ apostolical tradition in one God, Father Almighty, 
“the Creator and Maker of all things: and in one 
** Lord Jesus Christ, His only-begotten Son, God, 
“by whom all things were made; who was begot- 
* ten of the Father before all worlds, God of God +", 
*‘ universal of universal, alone of alone, perfect of 
“ perfect ', king of king, Lord of Lord, the living 
“ Word, Wisdom, Life, true Light, the Way of 
« Truth, the Resurrection, Shepherd, Door; un- 
“ changeable and unalterable; the unvarying image 
“ of the Divinity, Substance and Power and Counsel 
“and Glory of the Father: begotten before every 
“ creature ; who was at the beginning with God, the 
“ Word, God, according to what is said in the Gos- 
* pel, And the Word was God, by whom all things 
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were made, and in whom all things subsist ; who 
in the latter days came down from above, and was 
born of a Virgin according to the Scriptures; and 
was made man, a Mediator between God and men, 
the Apostle of our faith, and Prince of life, as he 
says, I came down from heaven, not that I might 
do my own will, but the will of Him that sent 
me: who suffered for us, and rose again for us on 
the third day, and ascended into heaven, and sat 
down on the right hand of the Father, and cometh 
again with glory and power to judge quick and 
dead. And in the Holy Ghost, which was given 
for consolation and satisfaction, and for the per- 
fecting of them that believe: as also our Lord 
Jesus Christ charged his disciples, saying, Go ye, 
and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost, evidently of the Father who is truly Fa- 
ther, and of the Son who is truly Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost, who is truly Holy Ghost; the names 
not being merely given, or without reality, but 
signifying strictly the proper person and glory and 
office of each of those who are named; so that 
they are three in person, but one in agreement *.” 
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MetTnopivus, A.D. 305. 

The only work of this Father, from which I shall 
give any extracts, is the Banquet of ten Virgins, 
or the book concerning Chastity. We know that 
he left other writings, of which a few fragments 
remain; and there are some entire pieces ascribed 
to him, which many persons have received as ge- 
nuine: but the evidence against their authenticity 
seems decisive. Photius also informs us!, that the 
Banquet of ten Virgins had been interpolated by 
the Arians: we may therefore safely appeal to it 
notwithstanding this objection : for the Arians would 
not be likely to have inserted any thing which con- 
firmed the proofs of Christ’s divinity. 

Methodius is supposed to have been bishop of 
Olympus in Lycia, and afterwards of Tyre, and to 
have suffered martyrdom at Chalcis in the year 311 


or 312. 


The Banquet of ten Virgins is a curious and 
entertaining work: and the plan of it can hardly 
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fail to remind the reader of the Decamerone of Boc- 
caccio. In both works ten speakers are introduced, 
‘each of whom successively takes the turn of dis- 
coursing to the rest. The characters introduced by 
Methodius are all females, and evidently allegorical. 
Ten of them meet in the garden of Arete (Virtue) 
the daughter of Philosophy, and after amusing 
themselves in gathering flowers and admiring the 
beauty of the place, which is described as @ se- 
cond Paradise, Arete persuades them to sit down, 
and each to deliver a discourse in praise of Virginity. 
The proposal is accepted; and the ladies entertain 
each other with expatiating upon this topic. Their 
speeches only take up one day; and it could be 
wished, that between this work and the Decamerone 
there had also been the distinction of greater pro- 
priety and decency in some of the expressions. The 
description of the garden of Arete at the beginning 
of the book, its flowers and fruits, tlie fertilizing 
brooks and incense-breathing air, will often call to 
mind the beautiful though florid expressions of Boc- 
caccio. We are at present concerned with a graver 
subject ; and the work will supply some unequivocal 
attestations to the doctrine of Christ’s divinity. 
331. Methodi Symposion. p. 69, 70. 

It is here observed, that our Saviour, much more 
than the prophets and just men of old, declared the 
excellence of virginity, for that before his time man 
had never arrived at perfection: “To accomplish 
“ which, the Word was sent into the world, and first 
“‘ assumed our form, which was spotted with many 
“ sins, that we in turn, for whose sake he bore it, 
“ might be able to contain the divine form——for 
“ he chose to clothe himself with human flesh, when 
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“ he was God, for this reason, that seeing the divine 
“ original of life as in a picture, we might also be 
** able to imitate him who painted it ™.” 

332. Methodit Symposion. p. 79. 

* for Christ was this, a man filled with un- 
*‘ mixed and perfect divinity, and God contained in - 
‘6. man,?.” 

333. Methodiu Symposion. p. 80. 6 

“‘ For this reason the Lord says that he came into 
“ life from heaven, having left the companies and_ 
“ hosts of angels °.” 

334. Methodii San atad p. 105. 

Having spoken of the corruption of mankind after 
the flood, the speaker observes, that “God, lest man- 
*‘ kind should be altogether destroyed by forgetting 
“ what was right, commanded His own Son to com- 
“*‘ municate to the prophets his advent into the world, 
‘“‘ which was to be by the flesh ?.” 

335. Method Symposion. p. 105. 

“ In another way one might say that the bride 
“ was the unpolluted flesh of the Lord, for sake of 
‘ which he left the Father and came hither, and was 


“ united to it by taking the human nature 4.” 
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336. Methodi Symposion. p. 111. 

The passage in the book of Revelations, xii. 5. is 
here said not to allude to the birth of Christ, but to 
the admission of believers into the church: “ For 
“ the mystery of the incarnation of the Word was 
“ fulfilled long ago before the Revelation: but John 
“sneaks of things present and to come: whereas 
“ Christ, who was conceived long ago, was not caught 
“ wp, as soon as he was born, to the throne of God, 
“ through fear of the serpent hurting him: but he 
“ was born and came down from his Father’s throne 
‘‘ for this very reason, that he might conquer the 
“dragon, waiting for his attacking him in the 
** flesh *.” 

337. Method Symposion. p. 112. 

The following remark is made upon the words 
spoken by God at our Saviour’s baptism. . “ Thou 
“art my beloved Son, this day have I begotten 
“ thee’. We must observe, that He declares him to 
“be His Son indefinitely and without reference to 
“time. For He says to him, Thou art, not Thou 
“ hast become: shewing that he had neither been 
*‘ recently adopted as a Son, nor yet was he one, who 
“ having previously existed afterwards had an end, 
“but having been begotten before, both would be 
“and was the same. But the words, This day have 
“ I begotten thee,mean, Y ou already preexisted before 
“ the worlds in heaven, and I wished also to beget 
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* you to the world; which means, to make known 
“that which was unknown before '.” 

Another quotation from Methodius has alee 
been given at p. 122. 
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Arnobius was certainly educated in heathenism 
and taught rhetoric at Sicca in Africa, The work 
which he has left, consisting of seven books against 
the Gentiles is said by some to have been written 
while he was only a catechumen; but Lardner 
doubts this. There are also disputes as to the time 
in which he flourished. Tillemont and Beausobre 
place him as early as the year 297, but I have adopted 
the later date, which is that assigned to him by 
Lardner. His work against the Gentiles is a most 
forcible exposure of the follies and inconsistencies of 
‘Paganism, and is full of very curious and interesting 
information. From the nature of the work we should 
not expect much illustration of the doctrines of Chris- 
tianity ; but there are nevertheless a few. passages 
which seem to shew very plainly, that in those days 
it was the universal belief, that Jesus Christ was God. 

338. <Arnobu adversus Gentes lib. I. p. 19, 20. 

We may learn what the belief and practice of 
Christians were at the beginning of the fourth cen- 
tury, by observing what were the objections brought 
against their doctrine by their enemies. Accordingly 
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we find in Arnobius, that the heathens said, “ The 
“ gods are not angry with you for worshipping God 
* Almighty ; but because you contend, that a man, 
*“ who was born, and (which is disgraceful to low 
“‘ persons) put to death by crucifixion, was God, and 
“ believe that hevis still alive, and worship him with 
“‘ daily supplications °.” 

It follows from this passage, that the heathens 
must have known that Christ was worshipped by the 
Christians as God: it must have been well under- 
stood in those days, that Christ was not considered 
to be a mere man; and we may observe that the 
word here translated worship is stronger when ap- 
plied to Christ, than when applied to God Almighty : 
in the latter case it is colatis, in the former ad- 
oratis: so that we cannot doubt but that religious 
worship was paid to Christ; and yet the object of 
Arnobius throughout this work, as of all the apolo- 
gists for Christianity, was to shew, that the Chris- 
tians worshipped only one God. 

339. Arnobiu adversus Gentes 1.1. p. 24. 

But we may hear Arnobius himself explaining in 
what sense he called Christ God. He shews in the 
first place, that even if Christ had been born like or- 
dinary men, still he deserved to be worshipped as 
God. “ Even if that were true still in return 
“for so many and bountiful gifts, which we have 
‘ obtained from him, he would deserve to be called 
“and entitled God. But when he is really God, 
“ and without the uncertainty of any doubtful mat- 


« Sed non, inquit, idcirco dii_ cis supplicio interemptum, et 
vobis infesti sunt, quod omni- Deum fuisse contenditis, et su- 
potentem colatis Deum; sed _peresse adhuc creditis, et quo- 
quod hominem natum, et quod _ tidianis supplicationibus adora- 
personis infame est vilibus cru- _ tis. 
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“ ter, do you think we can deny that he is worship- 
“ped in the highest degree by us, and called the 
“ Guardian of our society ? What! some one will 
*‘ say in a violent passion, is that Christ God? Yes, 
“ we answer, God, and God in the highest sense *.” 
340. Arnobiu adversus Gentes 1.1. p. 25. 

He then goes on to shew that Christ did not work 
his miracles by magic. “ But it is plain that Christ 
“ did all his works by the power of his own name 
‘“¢ without any assistance, without observing any rite 
‘or any law, and what was peculiar, fitting and 
“ worthy of the true God, he gave nothing injurious 
“ or detrimental, but beneficial, salutary, and full of 
* useful blessings, by the bounty of his munificent 
“ power. What do you say then? Was he then 
“‘ mortal, or one of us, before whose power and_be- 
“‘ fore whose voice, uttered in usual and ordinary 
‘“‘ words, diseases, fevers, and other bodily torments, 
*«‘ fled? Was he one of us, whose presence and sight 
“that race of demons buried deep in the body 
‘¢ could not endure, and, frightened by the new power, 
“ retired from possession of the limbs ¥?” 


x Natum hominem colitis. 
Etiam si esset id verum, tamen 
pro multis et tam liberalibus 
donis, que ab eo profecta in 
nobis sunt, Deus dici appella- 
rique deberet. Cum vero Deus 
sit re certa, et sine ullius rei du- 
bitationis ambiguo, inficiaturos 
arbitramini nos esse, quam 
maxime illum a nobis coli, et 
Presidem nostri corporis nun- 
cupari? Ergone, inquiet aliquis 
furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus 
ille est Christus? Deus, re- 
spondebimus, et interiorum po- 
tentiarum Deus. 


y Atqui constitit Christum 
sine ullis adminiculis rerum, 
sine ullius ritus observatione, 
vel lege, omnia illa que fecit 
nominis sui possibilitate fecisse : 
etquod proprium,consentaneum, 
dignum Deo fuerat vero, nihil 
nocens, aut noxium, sed opife- 
rum, sed salutare, sed auxilia- 
ribus plenum bonis potestatis 
munifice liberalitate donasse. 
Quid dicitis, O iterum? Ergo 
ille mortalis, aut unus fuit e no- 
bis, cujus imperium, cujus vo- 
cem popularibus et quotidianis 
verbis missam, valetudines, mor- 
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341. Arnobu adversus Gentes |. I. p. 28. 

In the same manner he goes through nearly all 
the miracles of Jesus, prefacing each by saying “ Was 
“he one of us?” Unus fuit e nobis? and concludes 
thus; “It is clearer than the sun itself, that he was 
“more powerful than the fates, when he unloosed 
** and conquered what had been bound by perpetual 
‘*‘ chains and unalterable necessity 7.” We must re- 
member what ideas the heathens entertained of the 
fates, who were considered to be more powerful even 
than the gods themselves?; and when we find a 
Christian writer telling his adversaries that Christ 
was superior to the fates, we shall see at once, that 
it could never have been believed that Christ was a 
mere man, but that he must have been considered 
as God. 

342. Arnobii adversus Gentes 1. I. p. 31. 

“ Was it therefore human, or out of a mouth 
“‘ nourished with earthly food could such power be 
** given, such authority proceed, and was it not di- 
“ vine, was it not holy? or, if the thing admits of 
*‘ any excess, something more than divine and more 
* than holy >?” 


bi, febres, atque alia corporum 
cruciamenta fugiebant? Unus 
fuit e nobis, cujus presentiam, 
cujus visum gens illa nequibat 
ferre mersorum in visceribus de- 
monum, conterritaque vi nova 
membrorum possessione cede- 
bat? 

Sole ipso est clarius, poten- 
tiorem illum fuisse quam fata 
sunt, cum ea solvit et vicit, que 
perpetuis nexibus et immobili 
fuerant necessitate devincta. 


4 Thus Lactantius, speaking 
of the fates, says, Tanta vis est, 
ut plus possint quain celestes 
universi, quamque ipse Rector ac 
Dominus. Instit. I. 11. p. 45. 

b Ergo ilud humanum fuit, 
aut ex ore terrenis stercoribus in- 
nutrito tale potuit jus dari, talis 
licentia proficisci, et non divi- 
num et sacrum? aut si aliquam 
superlationem res capit, plus 
quam divinum et sacrum? 
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343. Arnobu adversus Gentes \. 1. p. 32. 

*‘ There was nothing magical, as you suppose, no- 
“ thing human, juggling, or illusive, no deceit lay hid 
“in Christ, although you deride us according to cus- 
* tom, and break out into indecent laughter. He 
** was the sublime God, God of the highest origin ; 
“‘ God was sent as a Saviour from unknown regions, 
“and from God the Sovereign of all, &c ¢.” 

344. Arnobii adversus Gentes 1. 1. p. 37. 

“ But they say, if Christ was God, why did he ap- 
** pear in the form of a man? and why was he put 
*‘ to death after the manner of man? Could that in- 
‘visible power, which has no- bodily substance, in- 
“ troduce and adapt-itself to the world, be present 
* at the councils of mortals, in any other way than 
“‘ by assuming some covering of more substantial 
*“ matter, which might be seen by the eyes, and 
“on which the gaze of the dullest sight might fix 
“itself? For what mortal is there, who could see 
“ him, or discern him, if he had wished to introduce 
*«‘ himself on earth such as is his original nature, and 
“ such as he thinks fit to be in his own proper qua- 
“lity or divinity ? He therefore assumed the form 
“of man, and confined his own power under the 
“ likeness of mankind, that he might be seen and 
“ beheld, that he might speak and teach, and per- 
“form all those things, to do which he came into 
“ the world, observing the command and disposition 
“of the Sovereign King But .he was put to 
‘“« death, you say, after the manner of men. Not he 


¢ Nihil, ut remini, magicum, solvamini cachinnorum.. Deus 
nihil humanum, prestigiosum ille sublimis fuit, Deus radice 
aut subdolum, nihil fraudis de- ab intima, Deus ab incognitis 
lituit in Christo, derideatis licet regnis, et ab omnium Principe 
ex more atque in lasciviam dis- Deus sospitator est missus. 
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“ himself; for death cannot happen to what is di- 
“vine; nor can that which is one and simple, and 
* not formed by the union of any parts, fall away 
*< by mortal dissolution. Who then was it, that was 
“seen to hang upon the cross? who was it that 
* died ? The human nature, which he had assumed, 
“© and which he bore together with his own ¢.” 
345. <Arnobi adversus Gentes \. II. p. 85. 


« And therefore Christ who, although you do not 
“‘ wish to hear it, is God, Christ, I say, who is God, ° 
“ (for this must often be repeated, that the ears of 
** unbelievers may be opened,) speaking by the com- 
“ mand of the Sovereign God under the form of man 
‘ hath taught us°,” &c. &c. 
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Peter succeeded Theonas in the see of Alexandria 


d Sed si Deus, inguiunt, fuit 
Christus, cur forma est in homi- 
nis visus ? et cur more est inter- 
emptus humano? An aliter po- 
tuit invisibilis illa vis et habens 
nullam substantiam corporalem, 
inferre et commodare se mundo, 
conciliis interesse mortalium, 
quam ut aliquod tegmen materi 
solidioris assumeret, quod ocu- 
lorum. susciperet injectum, et 
ubi se figere inertissime posset 
contemplationis obtutus? Quis 
est enim mortalium, qui quiret 
eum videre, quis cernere, si ta- 
lem voluisset inferre se terris, 
qualis ei primigenia natura est, 
et qualem se ipse in sua esse vo- 
luit vel qualitate vel numine? As- 
sumpsit igitur hominis formam, 
et sub nostri generis similitudine 
potentiam suam clausit, ut et vi- 


deri posset et conspici, verba fa- 


ceret et doceret, atque omnesexe- 
queretur res eas, propter quas 
in mundum venerat faciendas, 
summi regis imperio et disposi- 
tione servatis. Sed more est 
hominis interemptus. Non ipse: 
neque enim cadere divinas in 
res potest mortis occasus ; nec 
interitionis dissolutione dilabi 
id, quod est unum et simplex, 
nec ullarum partium congrega- 
tione compactum. Quis est 
ergo visus,in patibulo pendere, 
quis mortuus est? homo, quem 
induerat, et secum ipse porta- 
bat. 

© Et ideo Christus licet vobis 
invitis Deus, Deus inquam 
Christus, hoc enim sepe dicen- = 
dum est, ut infidelium dissiliat 
et dirumpatur auditus, Dei Prin- 
cipis jussione loquens sub homi- 
nis forma precepit &c. 
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about the year 300. The persecution of Diocletian 
was felt severely in his days; and after retiring for 
a time to escape the fury of it, he at length suffered 
martyrdom in the year 310. We have accounts of 
several works written by this Father, but only a few 
fragments remain, from which the following extracts 
are taken; and it will perhaps be thought that they 
confirm what Ephrem patriarch of Antioch said of 
Peter, “ that he held the union of two natures in the 
*‘ one person of Christ £.” 

I have already observed at p. 74. that this writer, 
speaking of the offerings of the magi, says, that they 
*‘ presented gold and frankincense and myrrh, as to 
“a king and God and man:” and another fragment 
has been quoted at p. 115. 

346. Petri Alex. ex Libro de Divinitate. (Rel. 
Sacr: vol. II]. p. 345.) 

Speaking of the angel’s salutation to Mary he says, 
*“« We may now understand those words of Gabriel, 
“ The Lord be with thee, to mean, God the Word be 
“ with thee; for they signify that he was conceived 
‘“‘in the womb, and became flesh 8.” 

347. Petri Alex. ex Hom. de Adventu Salvatoris. 
(Rel. Sacr. vol. III. p. 346.) 

“ He says to Judas, Betrayest thou the Son of 
“« man with a kiss? (Luke xxii. 48.) This and si- 
“ milar passages, and all the miracles which he did, 
*‘ and his powerful works, prove him to be God who 
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“became man: both together therefore prove that 
“by nature he was God, and by nature was made 
« man},” 

Lacrantiuvs, A. D. 310. 

It has been said that the name of this writer was 
Lucius Ceelius, or Ceecilius, Firmianus Lactantius. 
By birth he was probably an African, and he was a 
scholar of Arnobius: but whether he was converted 
to Christianity from heathenism has been disputed. 
Lardner thinks that he was from the first a Christian. 
Diocletian sent for him to Nicomedia, where he 
taught rhetoric for some years, and was in that city 
during the persecution which Diocletian raised against 
the Christians. He is supposed to have left Nico- 
media about the year 314, and to have gone into 
Gaul, where he held the situation of preceptor to 
Crispus the eldest son of Constantine. Some writers 
have said that’ he lived in extreme poverty: but 
Lardner seems'not without reason to doubt the truth 
of this statement. He died at an advanced age. 

Lactantius wrote several works; but the following 
are all which have come down to us, and they were 
written in the order here observed.—Symposium (if 
genuine) : of the Workmanship of God: Divine In- 
stitutions, and the Epitome of them: of the Wrath 
of God: of the Deaths of Persecutors: but there are 
doubts whether this last treatise was written by Lac- 
tantius. 

Of these works the Divine Institutions in seven 
books are the longest and most important. They 
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seem to have been written at different times. They 
are dedicated to Constantine, but there is consider- 
able internal evidence of parts of them having been 
composed before that emperor’s accession. Lardner 
thinks that the design of them was formed as early 
as the year 303. 

It was my intention at first to have brought the 
testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to a close 
without taking any thing from the works of Lactan- 
tius; and I should have excluded him, not because 
he lived to witness the commencement of the Arian 
heresy, but because there is so little of Christianity 
in his works; and because we find, as might be ex- 
pected, that he was but slightly acquainted with the 
doctrinal parts of our religion. The following pas- 
sage taken from the Defence of the Nicene Faith’, 
will shew what were the sentiments of bishop Bull 
upon this subject, and what was the impression 
upon his mind after reading the works of this 
writer. “ Lactantius is the only Father who remains 
“‘ to be consulted upon this question; and since his 
*‘ opinion is not to be held of much weight, as I have. 
“ elsewhere observed, I may speak of him a little 
‘more at length. He was a rhetorician, not a 
“ theologian ; nor did he ever hold a place among 
“ the doctors of the church. Beside which, if we 
“may judge from his writings, such as have come 
‘¢ down to our times, he was extremely ignorant of 
“ the Scriptures and of the doctrine of the church. 
«¢* Whence not only upon this question, but also in 
“ other most important matters of our religion, he 
« fell into most grievous and absurd errors, such as 


i Sect. .3: ¢.,ult. §. 20. 
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“ would hardly be pardoned in a catechumen. It 
“is not to be wondered at therefore, if he mistook 
“ the metaphorical generation of the Son, by which 
“he proceeded from the Father, and was as it were 
“ born for the purpose of creating this universe, (of 
“‘ which indeed he had read something in Christian 
“ writers,) for his real production and generation *.” 

The bishop then goes on to point out instances, 
where the MSS. of Lactantius differ exceedingly 
from one another, so that some of the strange senti- 
ments ascribed to this writer may reasonably be con- 
sidered as spurious; and he also shews, that some 
passages of his works are evidently infected with the 
absurd errors of the Manichees. 

These reasons, as observed above, inclined me at 
first to take no notice of the writings of Lactantius. 
But since there are some expressions in his works, 
which may be construed without unfairness into an 
acknowledgment of the Son of God not having ex- 
isted always, it might be said perhaps, that if Lac- 
tantius was excluded from the list of the Ante-Ni- 
cene Fathers, the omission was made from a consci- 
ousness that his evidence was against us. 

I shall therefore begin my quotations from Lac- 
tantius, with producing those passages which seem 
to contradict the catholic doctrine of the eternal ex- 
istence of the Son. I shall make no comment upon 
them separately, nor endeavour to give to them an- 
other and more orthodox interpretation : but having 
laid these passages before the reader, I shall then se- 
lect other expressions which seem to shew that Lac- 
tantius did believe in the divinity of Jesus Christ in 


* See what Waterland says of Lactantius, IV. p- 111. &e. 
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the fullest and highest sense of the term. The reader 
will then judge for himself, whether the doctrines, 
which are contained in these two different series of 
quotations, can be reconciled with each other. If 
they can, we must conclude that some of his expres- 
sions are to be taken in a sense different from that . 
which appears to be plain and obvious: if they can- 
not, we must say with bishop Bull, that Lactantius 
was no divine, and knew little or nothing of the doc- 
trinal parts of our religion. 

The following passages might be quoted as proving 
that Lactantius did not believe in the eternal gene- 
ration of Jesus Christ. 

“ Since God had perfect providence in counsel, and 
** perfect wisdom in action, before he began upon this 
* work of the world, (because the source of full and 
* complete good resided in Him as it always does,) 
“ that good might rise out of Him, like a stream, 
*‘ and flow in a long course, He produced a Spirit - 
‘“‘ like to Himself, which was to be endued with the 
“‘ power of God His Father- God therefore, when 
** He began to frame the world, appointed this His 
* first and highest Son over the whole work, and at 
“‘ the same time employed him both as an adviser 
“and a creator in devising, arranging, and com- 
“ pleting all things, since he is perfect in providence 
“ and reason and power |.” - 


proflueret, produxit similem sui 
Spiritum, qui esset virtutibus 
Dei Patris preditus. Exor- 


s ° 

' Cum esset Deus ad excogi- 
tandum providentissimus, ad fa- 
ciendum  solertissimus, ~ante- 


quam ordiretur hoe opus mundi, 
(quoniam pleni et consummati 
boni fons in ipso erat, sicut est 
semper,) ut ab eo bonum tan- 
quam rivus oriretur, longeque 


sus igitur Deus fabricam mundi 
illum primum et maximum Fi- 
lium prefecit operi universo ; 
eoque simul et consiliatore usus 
est et artifice in excogitandis, 
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“ God therefore, the contriver and appointer of all 
«“ things, before He began upon this beautiful fabric 
“of the world, begat an holy and incorruptible 
* Spirit, whom He called His Son. And although 
‘‘ He afterwards. created other innumerable spirits 
“ by him, whom we call angels, yet He thought him 
* alone, who was the first-begotten, worthy of _re- 
“ ceiving the divine name, inasmuch as he possessed 
“his Father’s power and majesty™.” The same 
sentiment is thus expressed in the Epitome of the In- 
stitutions : “ God in the beginning, before He created 
“ the world, begat unto Himself from the fountain 
“‘ of His own eternity, and from His own divine and 
* everlasting spirit, a Son who was incorruptible, 
“ faithful, corresponding to the power and majesty 
“of his Father. This is the Power, the Reason, the 
* Word, and Wisdom of God. Of all the angels 
“ whom the same God formed out of His spirits, he 
*‘ alone was taken into a partnership of supreme 
“‘ power, he alone was called God. For all things 
« were made by him, and without him nothing ®.” 


ornandis, perficiendisque rebus, 
quoniam is et providentia, et 
ratione, et. potestate perfectus 
est. Instit. II. g. vol. I. p. 143. 

m Deus igitur machinator 
constitutorque rerum, antequam 
preclarum hoc opus mundi ado- 
riretur, sanctum et incorrupti- 
bilem Spiritum genuit, quem 
Filium nuncuparet ; et quamvis 
alios postea innumerabiles per 
ipsum creavisset, quos angelos 
dicimus, hunc tamen solum pri- 
mogenitum divini nominis ap- 
pellatione dignatus est, patria 
scilicet virtute ac majestate 
pollentem. Instit. IV. 6. p. 
284. 


n Deus in principio ante- 
quam mundum institueret, de 
ternitatis sue fonte, deque di- 
vino ac perenni Spiritu suo Fili- 
um sibi ipse progenuit, incor- 
ruptum, fidelem, virtuti ac ma- 
jestati patrie respondentem. 
Hic est virtus, hic ratio, hic 
sermo Dei, hic sapientia. 
Denique ex omnibus angelis, 
quos idem Deus de suis spiriti- 
bus figuravit, solus in consortium 
summe potestatis adscitus est, 
solus Deus nuncupatus. Om- 
nia enim per ipsum et sine ipso 
nihil. Epit. Instit. 42. vol. II. 
p- 30. 
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** Perhaps some one may ask, who is this that is 
** so powerful, so dear to God, and what name does 
*“ he bear, whose first birth. not only preceded the 
“ world, but he even arranged it by his wisdom, and 
*‘ formed it by his power. In the first place we are 
“ to know, that his name is understood not even by 
* the angels who abide in heaven, but by himself 
*‘ alone and God the Father °.” 

The following attempt at explaining the mode of 
the generation of the Son, if it has any intelligible 
meaning, may be thought to be not in accordance 
with the catholic doctrines. “ How then did He 
“ beget him? In the first place the divine works can 
“‘ neither be known nor declared by any one: but 
‘ yet the Scriptures teach, that this Son of God is 
“the Word or Reason of God; and also that the 
“other angels are spirits of God. For a word is 
** spirit (or breath) put forth with a significant sound. 
«« And yet since the breath and a word are put forth 
‘‘ from different parts, (for the breath proceeds from 
“the nostrils, a word from the mouth,) there is a 
“ oreat difference between this Son of God and other 
“angels. For they went forth from God as silent 
spirits, because they were created, not for the doc- 
“ trine of God, but to minister to Him. But the Son, 
“ although he is himself a spirit, yet proceeded from 
“ the mouth of God with a voice and sound, like a 
‘ word, I mean in the same manner that he would 
«use his voice [when speaking] to the people, 1. e. 


© Fortasse querat aliquis hoc disposuerit, virtute construxerit. 
loco, quis sit iste tam potens, Primum scire nos convenit, no- 
tam Deo carus, et quod nomen men ejus ne angelis quidem no- 
habeat, cujus prima nativitas tum esse, qui morantur In celo, 
non- modo antecesserit mun- sed ipsi soli ac Deo Patri. Instit. 
dum, verum etiam prudentia IV. 7. vol. I. p. 286. 
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that he was to become the teacher of the doctrine 
of God and of the heavenly secret which was to be 
declared to men; which very word God spoke at 
the beginning, that He might speak to us by him, 
and he might reveal to us the voice and will of 
God. He is therefore properly called the Word of 
God; because God, by a certain inconceivable power 
of His majesty, comprehended that vocal spirit 
which proceeds out of his mouth, which He had 
conceived, not in the womb, but in the mind, into a 
form which had its own proper sense and wisdom ; 
and He also fashioned His other spirits into an- 
gels. Our words, although they are blended 
with the air and vanish, yet generally remain, being 
comprehended in letters: how much more must 
we believe that the voice of God continues for ever, 
and is accompanied with sense and power, which 
he derived from God the Father like a river from 
its source. But if any one wonder that God 
should be begotten of God by a putting forth of 
the voice and breath, he will cease to wonder, if 
he knows the sacred sayings of the prophets.” He 


then quotes Psalm xxxiii. 6. xlv. 1. Eecclus. xxiv. 3. 
John i. 1—3.? 


P Quomodo  igitur _procre- 
avit? Primum nec sciri a quo- 
quam possunt nec enarrari opera 
divina ; sed tamen sanctz liter 
docent, in quibus cautum est, 
itlum Dei Filium Dei esse ser- 
monem, sive etiam rationem; 
itemque ceteros angelos Dei 
spiritus esse. Nam sermo est 
spiritus cum voce aliquid signi- 
ficante. prolatus. Sed tamen 
quoniam spiritus et sermo di- 
versis partibus proferuntur, (sl- 


quidem spiritus naribus, ore 
sermo procedit,) magna inter 
hunc Dei Filium et ceteros an- 
gelos differentia est. Illi enim 
ex Deo taciti spiritus exierunt ; 
quia non ‘ad doctrinam Dei tra- 
dendam sed ad ministerium cre- 
abantur. Ile vero cum sit et 
ipse Spiritus, tamen cum voce 
ac sono ex Dei ore processit, 
sicut verbum, ea scilicet ratione, 
quia voce ejus ad populum fue- 
rat usurus; id est, quod ille 
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“© But in what manner and with what commands 


he was sent by God upon earth, the Spirit of God 
declared by the prophets, teaching that it would 
come to pass, that when he had faithfully and con- 
stantly fulfilled the will of the supreme Father, he 
should receive everlasting judgment and dominion. 
But he exhibited his fidelity to God. For he 
taught that there is one God, and that He alone 
ought to be worshipped; nor did he ever call him- 
self God, because he could not have preserved his 
fidelity, if when he was sent to take away the 
other gods and to preach only one, he had men- 
This would have 
been, not to preach one God, nor Him who sent 
him, but to do his own business, and to separate 
himself from Him, whom he came to reveal. 
Therefore because he was thus faithful, because he 
assumed nothing whatever to himself, that he 
might fulfil the commands of Him who sent him, 
he received the dignity of an everlasting Priest, 
the honour of supreme King, the power of a Judge, 
and the name of God 4.” 


magister futurus esset doctrine 
Dei et ccelestis arcani ad homi- 
nem proferendi; quod ipsum 
primo locutus est, ut per eum 
ad nos loqueretur, et ille vocem 
Dei ac voluntatem nobis reve- 
laret. Merito igitur Sermo et 
Verbum Dei dicitur ; quia Deus 
procedentem de ore suo vocalem 
Spiritum, quem non utero sed 
mente conceperat, inexcogitabili 
quadam majestatis sue virtute 
ac potentia in effigiem, que 
proprio sensu ac sapientia vi- 
geat, comprehendit, et alios 
item spiritus suos in angelos fi- 
guravit. Nostre voces, licet 


aure misceantur atque evane- 
scant, tamen plerumque perma- 
nent literis comprehense : quan- 
to magis Dei Vocem credendum 
est et inanere in eternum et 
sensu ac virtute comitari, quam 
de Deo Patre tanquam rivus de. 
fonte traduxerit. Quod si quis 
miratur ex Deo Deum prola- 
tione vocis ac spiritus potuisse 
generari, si sacras voces Pro- 
phetarum cognoverit, desinet 
profecto mirari. Instit. IV. 8. 
p. 289. 

4 Quomodo autem et cum: 
quibus mandatis a Deo mittere-_ 
tur in terram, declaravit Spiri- 
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These are the passages which might be quoted as 
lowering the divinity of the Son, and as shewing 
that Lactantius did not believe him to have been 
begotten from all eternity, and to be coeternal with 
the Father. I shall now produce other passages 
where Lactantius speaks of Christ as God without 
any reserve or limitation, and where he seems to 
consider him as united in the Godhead with the Fa- 
ther. 

348. Lactanti Instit. \. I. c. 17. vol. I. 
p. 180. 2 

“ God neither requires any name, since He is 
* alone; nor do the angels, because they are immor- 
‘“ tal, either suffer or wish themselves to be called 


* gods, it being their sole and single duty to serve 
“at the beck of God, nor to do any thing at all 


‘ without His command. 


na 


‘of the world, and Director of the universe 


But He, the Governor 


“‘ alone possesses power over all things together with 


‘«¢ His Son’.” 


tus Dei per prophetam, docens 
futurum, ut cum voluntatem 
summi Patris fideliter et con- 
stanter implesset, acciperet ju- 
dicium atque imperium sempi- 
ternum. Ille vero exhibuit 
Deo fidem.” Docuit enim quod 
unus Deus sit, eumque solum 
coli oportere; nec unquam se 
ipse Deum dixit, quia non ser- 
vasset fidem, si missus ut deos 
tolleret et unum assereret, in- 
duceret alium preter unum. 
Hoc erat non de uno Deo fa- 
cere preconium, nec ejus qui 
miserat, sed suum proprium ne- 
gotium gerere, ac se ab eo, quem 
illustraturus venerat, separare. 
Propterea quia tam fidelis exti- 


tit, quia sibi nihil prorsus as- 
sumpsit, ut mandata mittentis 
impleret, et Sacerdotis perpetui 
dignitatem, et Regis summi ho- 
norem, et Judicis potestatem, et 
Dei nomen accepit. Instit. IV. 
I4. p. 309. 

* Nam Deus neque nomine, 
cum solus sit, eget; neque an- 
geli, cum sint immortales, dici 
se deos aut patiuntur aut vo- 
lunt; quorum unum solumque 
officium est servire nutibus Dei, 
nec omnine quidquam nisi jus- 
su facere. Tlle autem Preeses 
mundi, et Rector universi 
solus habet rerum omnium cum 
Filio potestatem. 
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349. Lactantit Instit. 1. IV. c. 10. p. 292. 
Having mentioned it as the fixed determination 
of God, “ that the Son of God should descend upon 
“earth to form a temple to God, and to teach 
“ righteousness, but not in the character of an angel, 
* or in celestial power, but in the figure of a man 
*‘ and in a human nature,” he says, that he will prove 
all the circumstances in Christ’s life and sufferings 
to have been predicted by the prophets: “ And when 
* | shall have proved all these things by the writings 
*‘ of those very persons, who killed their God when 
“in a mortal body, what will prevent the conclusion, 
“ that true wisdom is to be found in this religion 
-Svonly* ie” | 
350. Lactantii Instit. 1. IV. c.11. p. 297. 
“He commanded His first-begotten Son, the 
“ Creator of all things, and His adviser, to descend 
‘“ from heaven, to teach the Gentiles *,” &c. 
351. Lactantu Instit. 1. 1V. c. 12. p. 299. 
This and a few following passages prove that Lac- 
tantius fully believed in the miraculous conception 
of Jesus. “ That holy Spirit of God descended 
“from heaven, and chose the blessed Virgin, into 
“ whose womb he might infuse himself. But she 
“ being filled by the influence of the divine Spirit 
“ conceived ",” &c. 


S In primis scire homines 
oportet, sic a principio proces- 
sisse dispositisnem summi Dei, 
ut esset necesse, appropinquante 
seeculi termino, Dei Filium de- 
secendere in terram, ut consti- 
tueret Deo templum doceret- 
que justitiam : verumtamen non 
in virtute angeli, aut potestate 
-celesti, sed in figura hominis et 
conditione mortali Que 


omnia cum probavero eorum ip- - 
sorum literis, qui Deum suum 
mortali corpore utentem viola- 
verunt, quid aliud obstabit &c. ? 

t Sed illum Filium suum pri- 
mogenitum, illum opificem re- 


rum, et consiliatorem suum de- 


labi jussit e coelo, ut religionem 
&e. &e. a 
« Descendens itaque de ccelo 


sanctus ille Spiritus Dei sanctam 
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352. Lactanti Instit. 1. 1V. c. 25. p. 339. 

“ That it might be certain he was sent from God, 
‘it was necessary for him to be born, not as a man 
“ is born, who is formed on each side from a mortal 
“ parent; but that it might appear in his human 
“ nature that he was from heaven, he was created 
“ without the cooperation of a father. For he had 
“‘ God as his spiritual Father; and as God was the 
“ Father of his spirit [his divine nature], without a 
“ mother, so the mother of his body [his human 
‘“‘ nature| was a virgin without a father *.” 

353. Lactanti Instit. 1. 1V. c. 12. p. 300. 

Having quoted some prophecies which spoke of 
the miraculous conception, he observes, “ The pro- 
“ phet has declared by this name (Emmanuel), that 
“‘ God was to come to men in the flesh. For Em- 
“ manuel signifies God with us: which means, that 
“ when he was born of a virgin, men were to con- 
“ fess that he was God with them, 1. e. on earth and 
“in mortal flesh. Whence David in the 84th Psalm 
“ (Ixxxv, 11.) says, Truth hath sprung out of the 
“ earth, because God, in whom is Truth, took an 
*‘ earthly body, that he might open the way of ‘eon 
“‘ vation to those who were earthly Y.” 


Virginem, cujus utero se insi- trem Deum; et sicut Pater Spi- 
nuaret, elegit. At illa divino  ritus ejus Day sine matre, ita 
Spiritu hausto repleta concepit, mater corporis ejus virgo sine 
et sine ullo attactu. viri repente  patre. 
virginalis uterus intumuit. Y Propheta declaravit hoc no- 
x Sed tamen ut certum esset mine, quod Deus ad homines 
a Deo missum, non ita illum in carne venturus esset. He- 
nasci oportuit, sicut homo nasci- manuel enim significat Nobis- 
tur ex mortali utroque concre- cum Deus; scilicet quia illo per 
tus: sed ut appareret etiam in  virginem nato confiteri homines 
homine illum esse coelestem, oportebat Deum secum esse, id 
creatus est sine opera genitoris. est, in terra, et in carne mortali. 
Habebat enim spiritalem Pa- Unde David in Psalmo lxxxiv. 
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354. Lactanti Instit. 1. 1V. c. 13. p. 303. 

“In his first spiritual birth he was without a 
** mother, because he was begotten of God the Father 
* alone without the aid of a mother. But in the 
second carnal birth he was without a father, since 
he was begotten in the womb of a virgin without 
“the aid of a father; that, bearing a middle sub- 
“stance between God and man, he might lead this 
our frail and weak nature to immortality. He 
“ was made the Son of God by the Spirit, and Son of 
“man by the flesh, i.e. both God and man. The 
** power of God appeared in him by the works which 
he did, the weakness of man by the suffering 
which he underwent. That he was God and 
man, made up of each nature, we learn by the pre- 
*«« dictions of the prophets ”.” 

We find the same doctrine thus expressed in the 
Epitome (c. 43. p. 32.) «* The Almighty Father com- 
“* manded him to come down to earth, and put ona 
“ human body he was therefore born again as a 
‘‘man of a virgin without a father: that like as in 
“ his first spiritual birth he was created and made a 
“ holy Spirit of God alone, so in his second carnal 
“ birth being born of his mother only he might be- 
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_ Veritas, inquit, de terra orta est ; 

- quia Deus, in quo veritas est, 
terrenum corpus accepit, ut ter- 
renis viam salutis aperiret. 

z In prima enim nativitate 
spiritali g@uqtwp fuit, quia sine 
_ officio matris a solo Deo Patre 
generatus est. In secunda vero 
carnali arétwp fuit, quoniam sine 
patris officio virginali utero pro- 
creatus est, ut mediam inter 
Deum et hominem substantiam 
geréns nostram hanc fragilem 


imbecillemque naturam quasi 
manu ad immortalitatem posset 
educere. Factus est et Dei Fi- 
lius per Spiritum, et hominis 
per carnem; id est, et Deus et. 
homo. Dei virtus in eo ex ope- 
ribus que fecit apparuit, fragi- 
litas hominis ex passione quam 
pertulit Et Deum fuisse et 
hominem ex utroque genere 
permistum prophetis vaticinan- 
tibus discimus, | 
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* come holy flesh, that by him the flesh which had 
“been subject to sin might be freed from death. 
ss He was with us on earth, when he put on 
‘“ flesh, and nevertheless he was God in man, and 
‘“ man in God: but that he was both, was declared 
“‘ before by the prophets *.” 

355. Lactanti Instit. 1. lV. c. 14. p. 308. 

“ Who then would not think that the Jews were 
*“‘ deprived of their understandings, who, when they 
“read and heard these things, laid wicked hands 
“ upon their God > 2” 

356. Lactanti Instit. 1. TV. c. 18. p. 320. 

“ They met together that they might condemn 

*‘ their God °.” | 
357. Lactantia Instit. 1. TV. c. 18. p. 322. 

«* What shall we say of the indignity of this cross, 
“on which God was suspended and fastened by the 
“ worshippers of God¢?” It seems very improbable 
that in so short'a sentence the word God should have 
two different meanings, which it must have, unless 
we suppose the same God who was worshipped by 
the Jews to have been nailed to the cross. 


@ Jussit igitur eum summus et homo in Deo. Utrumque 


Pater descendere in terram et 
humanum corpus induere 
renatus est ergo ex virgine sine 
patre, tanquam homo ; ut quem- 
admodum in prima nativitate 
spiritali creatus, et ex solo Deo 
sanctus Spiritus factus est, sic 
in secunda carnali ex sola ma- 
tre genitus caro sancta fieret, ut 
per eum Caro, que subjecta pec- 
cato fuerat, ab interitu libera- 
retur Fuit nobiscum in ter- 
ra, cum induit carnem; et ni- 
hilominus Deus fuit in homine 


autem fuisse a prophetis ante 
preedictum est. 

> Quis non igitur captos men- 
tibus tum fuisse Judeos arbi- 
tretur, qui cum hec legerent et 
audirent, nefandas manus Deo 
suo intulerunt? 

© Coierunt, ut Deum suum 
condemnarent. 

d Quid de hujus crucis in- 
dignitate dicemus, in qua Deus 
a culteribus Dei suspensus est ~ 
atque suflixus ? 
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358. Lactantii Instit.1. IV. c.18. p. 324. 

“ But that it should come to pass, that the Jews 
** would lay hands upon their God and put him to 
“death, the following testimonies of the prophets 
*‘ have shewn °.” 

359. Lactanti Instit. 1. IV. c. 22. p. 333. 

Speaking of unbelievers, he says, “ They deny 
*‘ that it could come to pass, that an immortal na- 
*‘ ture should lose any thing. They deny it being 
*“ worthy of God, that he should wish to become 
“man, and to burden himself with the infirmity of 
“ the flesh ‘.” 

360. Lactantiw Instit. 1. 1V. c. 24. p. 338. 

He argues, that God could not have taught men 
how to lead a good life, unless he had shewn, by his 
own example, that the human nature is capable of 
leading such a life; and he says that he has shewn, 
“ that neither could man have his doctrine perfect, 
*“ unless he was also God, that he might lay the 
** necessity of obedience upon men by authority from 
‘heaven ; nor could God, unless he was clothed in a 
*‘ mortal body, that by fulfilling his own precepts by 
“actions, he might bind others in the necessity of 
“‘ obedience §.” 

361. Lactanti Instit. 1. IV. c. 25. p. 339. 
« Therefore he came as a Mediator, i. e. God in 


€ Fore autem ut Judi ma- 
nus inferrent Deo suo, eumque 
interficerent, testimonia pro- 


made in the Epitome,c. 50. p.37. 
, &——neque hominem per- 
fecta doctrina esse posse, nisi 


_ phetarum hec antecesserunt. 

f Negant fieri potuisse, ut 
nature immortali quidquam de- 
cederet. Negant denique Deo 
dignum, ut homo fieri vellet, 
seque infirmitate carnis onera- 
ret. The same observation is 


sit idem Deus, ut auctoritate 
ceelesti necessitatem parendi ho- 
minibus imponat; neque Deum, 
nisi mortali corpore induatur, 
ut precepta sua factis adim- 
plendo, czteros parendi neces- 
sitate constringat. 
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“ the flesh, that the flesh might follow him, and that 
“ he might rescue man from death }.” 
362. Lactantii Instit. 1. IV. c. 26. p. 343. 

“ But the following is the reason, why the supreme 
“‘ Father chose particularly that kind of death, with 
“ which he permitted him to be visited. For perhaps 
“a person may say, If he was God, and. wished to 
“ die, why did he not suffer some honourable kind of 
“death?” He then gives some reasons why the 
death of the cross was chosen, and adds, “ This also 
“ was a principal cause, why God preferred the cross, 
“ because by that he would be exalted, and the 
* sufferings of God would be made known to all 
nations '.” 

363. Lactantii Instit. 1. 1V. c. 29. p. 350. 

“ Perhaps some one may ask, how, when we say 
“‘ that we worship one God, we yet assert that there 
“ are two Gods, God the Father and God the Son: 
‘“‘ which assertion has driven many into the greatest 
“error: who, although what we say seems to be 
“‘ probable, yet think that we fail in this one point, 
“ that we acknowledge a second and a mortal God. 
*« Concerning his mortality we have already spoken : 
“ Jet us now explain his unity. When we speak of 
“ God the Father and God the Son, we do not speak 
“ of a different God, nor do we separate both ; be- 
“ cause neither can the Father be without the Son, 


h Ttaque idcirco Mediator ad- 
venit, id est Deus in carne, ut 
caro eum sequi posset et eripe- 
ret morti hominem. 

i Cur autem summus Pater 
id potissimum genus mortis ele- 
gerit, quo affici eum sineret, hec 
ratio est. Dicet enim fortasse 


aliquis, Cur si Deus fuit et mori 
voluit, non saltem honesto ali- 
quo mortis genere affectus est ? 
Illa quoque precipua fuit 
causa, cur Deus crucem malu- 
erit, quod illa exaltari eum fuit 
necesse, et omnibus gentibus 
passionem Dei notescere. 
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*‘ nor the Son be separated from the Father; since 
“indeed, neither can the Father have His name 
*‘ without a Son, nor can the Son be begotten with- 
“out a Father. Since therefore the Father makes 
“the Son, and the Son the Father, both have one 
*‘ mind, one spirit, one substance: but the one is as 
“it were an overflowing fountain, the other like a 
* stream flowing from it: the one is as the sun, the 
“ other as a ray proceeding from the sun; who, be- 
** cause he is both faithful and dear to the supreme 
*“« Father, is not separated from Him, as neither is a 
*‘ stream from its fountain, nor a ray from the sun, 
“‘ because the water of the fountain is in the stream, 
“and the light of the sun is in the ray. In the 
“ same manner neither can the voice be separated 
“from the mouth, nor the power or the hand from 
“ the body. Since therefore he is called by the pro- 
“ phets the Hand and Power and Word of God, it 
‘follows that there is no distinction, because the 
“ tongue, the minister of the word, and the hand, 
“in which is the power, are inseparable parts of the 
*“* body. This world is one house of God: and 
“ the Son and the Father, who together inhabit the 
‘‘ earth, are one God, because one is as two, and two 
as one. Nor is that to be wondered at, because 
“the Son is in the Father, (for the Father loveth 
“the Son;) and the Father is in the Son, because 
“he faithfully obeys his Father’s will, nor ever does 
“or would do any thing, except what his Father 
“ wills or commands. Wherefore since the mind 
“ and will of one is in the other, or rather there 1s 
“ one in both, both are properly called one God; 
“‘ because whatever is in the Father passes to the 
«¢ Son, and whatever is in the Son descends from the 
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The supreme ‘and only God therefore 


“ cannot be worshipped except through the Son. 


ship the Father. 


He who thinks that he worships the Father only, 
as he does not worship the Son, also does not wor- 
But he who receives the Son, 
and bears his name, together with the Son wor- 
ships the Father also; since the Son is the Am- 


“< bassador, and Messenger, and Spirit of the supreme 


“ Father *.” 


k Fortasse querat aliquis, 
quomodo, cum Deum nos unum 
colere dicamus, duos tamen esse 
asseveremus, Deum Patrem et 
Deum Filium ; que asseveratio 
plerosque in maximum impegit 
errorem. Quibus cum proba- 
bilia videantur esse, que dici- 
mus, in hoc uno labare nos ar- 
bitrantur, quod et alterum et 
mortalem Deum fateamur. De 
mortalitate jam diximus; nunc 
de unitate doceamus. Cum di- 
cimus Deum Patrem et Deum 
Filium, non diversum dicimus, 
nec utrumque secernimus ; quia 
nec Pater sine Filio esse potest, 
nec Filius a Patre secerni, si 
quidem nec Pater sine Filio 
nuncupari, nec Filius potest sine 
Patre generari. Cum igitur et 
Pater Filium faciat, et. Filius 
Patrem, una utrique mens, unus 
spiritus, una substantia est : sed 
ille quasi exuberans fons est, hic 
tanquam defluens ex eo rivus ; 
ille tanquam sol, hic quasi ra- 
dius a sole porrectus : qui quo- 
niam summo Patri et fidelis et 
carus est, non separatur; sicut 
nec rivus a fonte, nec radius a 
sole; quia et aqua fontis in rivo 
est, et solis lumen in radio: 
eeque nec vox ab ore sejungi, 


nec virtus aut manus a corpore 
divelli potest. Cum igitur a 
prophetis idem manus Dei et 
virtus et sermo dicatur, utique 
nulla discretio est; quia et lin- 
gua sermonis ministra, et ma- 
nus, in qua est virtus, individuee 
sunt corporis portiones. Sic 
hic mundus una Dei domus est : 
et Filius ac Pater, qui unanimes 
incolunt mundum, Deus unus, 
quia et unus est tanquam duo, 
et duo tanquam unus. Neque 
id mirum, cum et Filius sit in 
Patre, quia Pater diligit Filium, 
et Pater in Filio, quia voluntati 
Patris fideliter paret, nec un- 
quam faciat aut fecerit, nisi 
quod Pater aut voluit aut jussit. 
——Quapropter cum mens et 
voluntas alterius, in altero sit, 
vel potius una in utroque, merito 
unus Deus uterque appellatur, 
quia quidquid est in Patre ad 
Filium transfluit, et quidquid in 
Filio a Patre descendit. Non 
potest igitur ille summus, ac 
singularis Deus nisi per Filium 
coli. Qui solum Patrem se co- 
lere putat, sicut Filium non 
colit, ita ne Patrem quidem. 
Qui autem Filium suscipit et 
nomen ejus gerit, is vero cum 
Filio simul et Patrem  colit, 
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The corresponding passage in the Epitome is this. 
“Nor yet is this to be taken, as if there are two 
“ Gods. For the Father and the Son are one. For 
* since the Father loves the Son, and gives all things 
“to him, and the Son faithfully obeys the Father, 
“nor wishes any thing except what the Father 
*“‘ wishes, such a close connexion cannot be sepa- 
** rated, so as that they can be called two, in whom 
- * both substance and will and faith are one. There- 
* fore the Son is by the Father, and the Father by 
“the Son; one honour is to be given to each as to 
* one God, and is to be so divided by two worships, 
“ that the very division is connected by an insepara- 
*“ ble union. He will leave himself neither one nor 
‘** the other, who separates either the Father from 
* the Son, or the Son from the Father !.” 

364. Lactantiu Instit.1.1V. c. ult. p. 353. 

The following passage concerning heretics is of 
importance, as shewing the belief of Lactantius him- 
self: “Some who are not sufficiently instructed in 
“ sacred literature, when they cannot reply to the 
“enemies of truth, who object that it is either im- 
*‘ possible or unbecoming that God should be con- 
“fined in the womb of a woman, and that that 
“ heavenly majesty cannot be lowered to such weak- 


quoniam legatus et nuntius et 
sacerdos summi Patris est Fi- 
lius. 

! Nec tamen sic habendum 
est, tanquam duo sint Di. Pa- 
ter enim ac Filius unum sunt. 
Cum enim Pater Filium diligat, 
omniaque ei tribuat, et Filius 
Patri fideliter obsequatur, nec 
velit quidquam, nisi quod Pater, 
non potest utique necessitudo 
tanta divelli, ut duo esse dican- 


tur, in quibus et substantia et 
voluntas et fides una est. Ergo 
et Fihus per Patrem, et Pater 
per Filium. Unus est honos 
utrique tribuendus, tanquam uni 
Deo, et ita dividendus est per 
duos cultus, ut divisio ipsa com- 
page inseparabili vinciatur. Neu- 
trum sibi relinquet, qui aut Pa- 
trem a Filio, aut Filium a Patre 
secernit. C. 49. p- 37. 
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“ ness, as to be the contempt and scorn of men, and 
‘ at last even to suffer tortures and be nailed to an 
** accursed. cross, all which things, when they 
‘ could not defend or refute by ingenuity or learn- 
“ ing, they have departed from the right path, and 
*‘ corrupted the Scriptures, that they might compose 
“‘a new doctrine for themselves without any root 
“and stability.” He then names the Phrygians, 
Novatians, Valentinians, and Marcionites, &c. “ or 
“‘ whatever other name they bear, they have 
** ceased to be Christians; who, losing the name of 
“‘ Christ, have assumed human and foreign titles. It 
*‘ is the catholic church alone which retains the true 
** worship ™.” 
365. Lactanti Instit. 1. V. c. 3. p. 369. 

Having spoken of Apollonius of Tyanea, and ex- 
posed his false pretensions to divinity, he adds, “ But 
“ ours was able to be believed to be a God, since he 
‘“‘ was not a conjurer; and he was believed to be so, 


Day 


na 


‘«‘ because he was really God".” 


m Quidam vero non _ satis 
coelestibus literis eruditi, cum 
veritatis accusatoribus respon- 
dere non possent objicientibus 
vel impossibile vel incongruens 
esse, ut Deus in uterum mulie- 
ris includeretur, nec coelestem 
illam majestatem ad tantam in- 
firmitatem potuisse deduci, ut 
hominibus contemptui, derisui, 
contumelize et ludibrio esset, 
postremo etiam cruciamenta 
perferret, atque execrabili pati- 
bulo figeretur ; qua omnia cum 
neque ingenio neque doctrina 
defendere ac refutare possent, 
depravati sunt ab itinere recto 
et ceelestes literas corruperunt, 
ut novam sibi doctrinam sine 
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ulla radice ac stabilitate com- 
ponerent. Cum enim Phry- 
ges, aut Novatiani, aut Valen- 
tiniani, aut Marcionite, aut An- 
thropiani, aut Ariani, seu quili- 
bet alii nominantur, Christiani 
esse desierunt, qui Christi no- 
mine amisso humana et externa 
vocabula induerunt. Sola igi- 
tur catholica ecclesia est, que 
verum cultum retinet. I have | 
taken no notice of the word 
Ariani in my translation of this 
passage, because it is wanting 
in the oldest MSS. 

» Noster vero et potuit Deus 
credi, quia magus non fuit; et 
creditus est, quia vere fuit. 
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The reader is now enabled to draw his own in- 
ference concerning the doctrines of Lactantius ; and 
perhaps we must conclude that there are some ex- 
pressions in the preceding quotations, which it is 
impossible to reconcile with each other. Thus much 
however seems certain, concerning the belief of this 
writer. He believed that Christ was present with 
God, and assisted Him in the creation of the world; 
that he was not born of Joseph and Mary, but that 
he was conceived miraculously by Mary who was 
a virgin; that he was of one substance with God; 
and that no persons worship God the Father, unless 
they worship inclusively God the Son. 

We may think that Lactantius was heterodox, or 
that he did not understand his own opinions con- 
cerning the generation of the Son, but still his words 
are plain and positive concerning the articles of be- 
lief just mentioned; and any one of these is funda- 
mentally subversive of the notion of Lactantius be- 
ing an Unitarian. His assertion, which is twice 
repeated, that Christ is of one substance with the 
Father, would also seem to separate him decidedly 
from the Arian tenets. Some of his expressions 
might possibly be brought within the verge of Semi- 
arianism ; but we must remember, that the illustra- 
tion which he uses of the sun and the ray is also 
used by Origen (N°. 262.) and Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria, (N°. 302, 303.) as proving that there never was 
a time when the Son did not exist. Lactantius cer- 
_ tainly speaks sometimes as if he believed the Son to 

have been begotten at some definite period of time: 
and bishop Bull, as we have seen, conceives him to 
have spoken of that figurative generation of the Son, 
when he went forth from the Father to create the 
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world. There is no doubt that some of the Fathers 
mention more than one generation of the Son, and 
that he considered this which immediately preceded 
the creation to have been one of them: but if Lac- 
tantius thought that the Son proceeded from the 
Father, as a ray from the sun, he could hardly have 
conceived that they were not always coexistent. 


CONCLUSION. 
emanation ne 


WE have now brought the testimonies of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers to aclose. The catholic church 
has always appealed to these testimonies, as support- 
ing the doctrine of the eternal and consubstantial 
divinity of Jesus Christ. The Unitarians appeal to 
the same authority in proof of what they call the 
simple humanity of Christ. The reader will draw 
his own inference, as to which of these two opposite 
doctrines is most supported by the writings of the 
three first centuries. 

We must remember also, that when the Fathers, 
who were assembled at Nice in the year 325, ap-— 
pealed to their predecessors as maintaining the same | 
doctrine, which was professed at that council, they 
had many more documents before them than what 
we now possess. The works of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, which remain to us, are perhaps not a 
hundredth part of those, which were extant at the 
beginning of the fourth century: and yet with this 
multitude of evidence before them, which was open 
to their opponents as well as to themselves, they did 
not hesitate to declare, that all the Fathers who 
had preceded them, believed in the divinity of Christ. 
Where were the Unitarian teachers, when this con- 
fident assertion was made? If the writers of the 
three first centuries believed, as we are repeatedly 
told, in the semple humanity of Jesus, why was not 
a whisper of this belief heard at the council of Nice? 
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There is not the smallest particle of evidence to 
shew, that the Unitarian or Socinian doctrines were 
so much as thought of at that council. It is true 
indeed, that those who were inclined to Arianism 
appealed to the early Fathers in support of their 
opinions, and we will consider the justice of this 
appeal presently. But the reader must remember, 
that an Arian of the fourth century would have been 
little less shocked -than the most orthodox catholic, 
at hearing it asserted, that Jesus ‘Christ had always 
been believed to be a mere man. I repeat therefore, 
that the total absence of all mention of Unitarianism 
at the council of Nice is a very strong argument 
against the notion, that the early Fathers were Uni- 
tarians. We might believe perhaps, though the 
hypothesis is highly improbable, that the bishops 
assembled at that council all agreed in drawing up a 
profession of faith, which they knew to be funda- 
mentally opposed to the doctrines held in the three 
preceding centuries: yet surely they would not have 
dared to assert, with such a mass of evidence before 
them, that they were preaching the same doctrine 
which had always been preached. They would have 
taken the bolder and more consistent ground of say- 
ing, that the Fathers who preceded them had gra- 
dually corrupted the purity of the Gospel. But 
their language was the very opposite of this. They 
drew up the exposition of their faith in the plainest 
and strongest terms, explaining every article so as 
to meet the varied objections and subtle sophistry of 
conflicting heresies: they were driven to assert 
the divinity of Christ with more minuteness and pre- 
cision of language than it had ever been necessary 
to use before ; and yet they asserted, that every arti- 
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_ cle of their belief had been held and preached from 
the days of the apostles to their own. Nor did any 
person venture to rise up and contradict them by 
saying, that the catholic church for the first three 
centuries had believed in the simple humanity of 
Jesus Christ. 

But we are told by modern Unitarians, that such 
was the belief of the early Fathers: and that the | 
reader may be able to understand what is the point 
in dispute between the Unitarians and ourselves, I 
will quote some of their own assertions concerning 
the doctrines of the early ages of Christianity. 

*‘ It is absolutely necessary, that the less learned 
“‘ should be told, what upon inquiry will be found to 
“ be undeniably true, viz. that the Fathers of the 
_© first three centuries, and consequently, all Christian 
“ people, for upwards of three hundred years after | 
“ Christ, till the council of Nice, were generally 
‘© Unitarians, what is now called either Arian or 
« Socintan.” Lindsey, Apology, p. 23, 24. 

“The Unitarians have made it evident from un- 
‘“‘ doubted testimonies of the Fathers, that the opin- 
“ion of the Ante-Nicene doctors was either tho- 
“ roughly Arian, or very near being so, unquestion- 
“ably nearer to the error whereinto Arius had 
“ fallen, than to the fancies of the schoolmen, or, 
“‘ which is all one, to the decretory articles of our 
‘* modern Homoousians.” Gilbert Clerke, Ante- 
Niczenismus, preef. 

“The great body of primitive Christians, both 
«“ Jews and Gentiles, for the two first centuries and 
‘‘ upwards, were Unitarians and believers in the 
“ simple humanity of Jesus Christ.” Belsham’s Calm 
Inquiry, p. 255. 
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When the modern Unitarians profess their belief 
in the simple humanity of Christ, they mean this. 
They believe that Jesus had only one nature, viz. 
the human: that he was in every sense of the term 
a mere man, born in the ordinary way; that he had 
no preexistence : that he was not in any sense of the 
term God;except as Moses or Elijah might be called 
God, when they received a divine commission. It 
is true, that between this doctrine and that of the 
first Socinians there have been many and various 
shades of difference. Some have approached nearer 
to the Arian notions: some have allowed that reli- 
gious worship may be paid to Christ: some have 
believed that since his ascension he has existed in 
a much more exalted state. Many other variations 
might be pointed out; but without examining them 
separately, I assert, upon the authority of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, that the doctrine which they held is 
- wholly irreconcileable with any modification of the 
Unitarian creed. 

There is not one of the Ante-Nicene writers from 
Barnabas to Lactantius, who does not mention that 
Christ was born of a virgin. This circumstance 
alone destroys the notion of Christ being born in the 
ordinary way. The Unitarians deny that Christ 
was born of a virgin: they reject all idea of his 
miraculous conception: and yet they claim the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers as agreeing with themselves ! 

There is not one of these Fathers, who does not 
speak of Christ being made man, of his coming in 
the flesh. The expressions @cds évavbpwrycas, God 
becoming man, Qs évoapxobeis, God being incar- 
nate, are very common in their writings, and may 
frequently be found in the preceding quotations. 


CONCLUSION. ? 44d 


Had these Fathers been Unitarians, had they be- 
lieved that Jesus Christ was a mere man, could they 
or would they have spoken of him in this way ? 

At N°. 45, 133, and 259, I have quoted the 
creeds of Irenzus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Ori- 
gen, and at p. 65. I have asked whether modern 
Unitarians would subscribe these creeds. Most as- 
suredly they would not: at least, if they do, they 
must believe that Jesus Christ was zzcarnate, that 
he was born of a virgin, that he was the Maker of 
heaven and earth: that he was man and God. If 
the Unitarians, by adopting these early creeds, ac- 
knowledge their belief in these doctrines, then there 
is little or no difference between us: but if they re- 
ject these doctrines, then they reject the authority 
of Irenzeus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Origen ; and 
what becomes of their assertion, that the Fathers of 
the three first centuries were Unitarians ? 

If we look to the history of heresies, we shall 
find more reasons for thinking that the simple hu- 
manity of Christ was not the doctrine of the first 
ages. It is true, that there were persons in very 
early times, who believed that our Saviour was a 
mere man. The names of Hebion, Cerinthus, Car- 
poctates, and others are recorded, who denied that 
there was any thing miraculous in his conception or 
birth ; but they differed greatly among themselves : 
some of them allowed, that a sort of divine nature 
belonged to Christ: their followers were few: and 
what is most important, the Fathers of each of 
the three first centuries have left the most unequivo- 
cal declarations, that they believed these notions to 
be heretical. The reader is referred to N°. 57. for 
the opinion of Irenzus; to N°. 105, 106. for that of 
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Tertullian ; and to N°. 259. for that of Origen. In 
these places they expressly declare, that they did 
not agree with those persons who believed Jesus 
Christ to be a mere man, or who denied his pre- 
existence. Again I ask, how then could Irenzus, 
Tertullian, and Origen agree with the Unitarians, 
who do believe Jesus Christ to be a mere man, and 
who do deny his preexistence? Beside which it is 
notorious, that the prevailing heresies in the second 
and third centuries were of those who denied the 
human nature of Christ. Marcion, Valentinus, and 
others of the same school, were so convinced of Jesus 
Christ being God, that they could not believe him to 
be man: they held, that his body was an illusion : 
which surely makes it extremely improbable, that 
the majority of Christians in those days believed in 
the simple humanity of Christ. The same conviction 
led in the third century to the Patripassian and Sa- 
bellian heresies*. The leaders of these sects could 
not persuade themselves that Christ was a man: 
and one taught that he was actually God the Fa- 
ther; the other believed that he was an emanation 
from God. 

It is not my intention to enter at length into the 
controversy between bishop Horsley and Dr. Priest- 
ley, concerning the identity of the Ebionites and 
Nazarenes : but a perusal of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
enables me to make a few remarks upon some of the 
assertions of Dr. Priestley. He dwelt much upon the 


4 The Sabellian heresy may milar: (Apol. I. 63. p. 81. 


be traced back to a period long 
antecedent to the time of Sabel- 
lius: Justin Martyr, about the 
year 140, condemned some 
opinions which were very si- 


Dial. cum Tryph. 128. p. 221.) 
and the notions of Praxeas, Be- 
ryllus, and Noétus, led very na- 
turally to Sabellianism, 
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fact of the Ebionites, who followed so close upon 
the apostolical times, being Unitarians: and because 
the first writers did not speak of them as heretics, 
he wishes to conclude that these doctrines were not 
thought heretical; but that at first the majority of 
Christians agreed with them, i. e. were Unitarians. 
The support which Dr. Priestley wishes to derive 
for the Unitarian opinions will be destroyed, if we 
can prove either of these two things; that the Ebi- 
onites were called heretics by the early writers; or 
that the doctrines of the Ebionites were different 
from those of the modern Unitarians: for if the 
Ebionites and the modern Unitarians did not hold 
the same opinions, one of them must be wrong. I 
shall therefore proceed to comment upon some of 
the assertions advanced by Dr. Priestley. 

1. He lays great stress upon the fact of the Ebi- 
onites not believing in the miraculous conception of 
Jesus: upon which I would observe, that Origen in- 
forms us there were two sects of Ebionites, and that 
one sect of them did believe in the miraculous con- 
ception. (c. Celsum V. 61. p. 625. and 65. p. 628. 
Euseb. H. E. III. 27. p. 121.) 

2. Dr. Priestley says, that Tertullian is the first 
Christian writer who expressly calls the Ebionites 
heretics, and that Irenzeus never confounds them 
with the heretics». This assertion is not true. 
Dr. Priestley indeed says in another place ¢, that Ire- 
nzeus no where directly calls the Ebionites heretics. 
But this expression will not save him from the charge 
of making an unfounded assertion. In the first 
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place Irenzeus states his doubts very strongly whether 
the Ebionites can be saved, on account of their dis- 
belief in the divinity of Christ, which approaches 
very near to a direct declaration of their being here- 
tics‘. But he expressly calls them heretics, as the 
reader will perceive, who instead of confining him- 
self to the passages where the word Hbionzte occurs, 
refers back to the former part of the argument. At 
p. 98. Irenzeus writes thus: “Since the means of 
“ detecting and convincing all heretics are various 
“and multifarious, and we have proposed to our- 
_ © selves to refute all according to their peculiar te- 
- “nets, we have deemed it necessary to begin by no- 
“ ticing the source and root of them.” He then 
mentions several persons, the discussion of whose 
doctrines occupies the remainder of the book. He 
begins with Simon Magus; and observes of him, 
that all heresies took their rise with him’. He 
then notices Menander, Saturninus, Basilides, Car- 
pocrates, Cerinthus, the Ebionztes, &c. It is surely 
impossible to deny, that this classification directly 
and expressly includes the Ebionites in the number 
of heretics. | 7 
But there is another passage which Dr. Priestley 
must have overlooked, where Irenzus, in the com- 
pass of one short sentence, directly calls the Ebi- 
onites heretics. Speaking of the principles of the 
Gospel, he says, “There is such a certainty about 
“‘ the Gospels, that even heretics themselves bear tes- 
“ timony to them, and each of them endeavours to 
‘‘ confirm his own doctrine out of them. For the 


4 Il10, eset. ‘‘ous was the beginning of 
¢ Eusebius also says, ““We ‘every heresy.” H. E. 2. 13. 
“¢ have received, that Simon Ma- 
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« Ebionites, who use the Gospel of Matthew only, 
“ &c. &c!” Surely Irenzeus, by mentioning the 
Ebionites first, must have believed them to be here- 
tics in no small or unimportant points: so that Dr. 
Priestley’s argument, which is drawn from the fact 
of their not being called heretics till the time of Ter- 
tullian, falls to the ground. 

3. Dr. Priestley concludes one of his chapters with 
this remark, “that no person can reflect upon this 
“ subject without thinking it a little extraordinary, 
“that the Jewish Christians, in so early an age as 
*‘ they are spoken of by the denomination of Ebion- 
“ites, should be acknowledged to believe nothing 
“‘ either of the divinity, or even of the preexistence 
“ of Christ, if either of those doctrines had been 
“ taught them by the apostles%.” The remark cer- 
tainly seems to carry with it some weight; but the 
force of it ceases at once, if we remember that the 
Ebionites openly rejected the authority of the apo- 
stles. Eusebius tells us, that “they used only the 
* Gospel according to the Hebrews, and made little 
“ account of the others *:” and Irenzeus, whose au- 
thority is much more valuable, and his expressions 
more precise, tells us, that “they used only the Gos- 
“ pel of St. Matthew.” This alone might make us 
cease to wonder, that the EHbionites disbelieved the 
divinity or preeaistence of Christ, if either of 


f III. 11, 7. p. 189. Tanta est Mattheum, solo utentes, ex illo 


autem circa evangelia hec firmi- 
tas, ut et ipsi heeretici testimo- 
nium reddant eis, et ex ipsis 
egrediens unusquisque eorum 
conetur suam confirmare doc- 
trinam. Ebionei etenim eo 
evangelio, quod est secundum 


ipso convincuntur, non recte 
presumentes de Domino. 
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these doctrines had been taught them by the apo- 
stles. But the reader must not suppose that the 
three other Gospels were all which the Ebionites re- 
jected of the holy Scriptures. Those primitive Uni- 
tarians, who were not looked upon as heretical by 
the early church, took the liberty of getting rid of 
all St. Paul’s Epistles at once, calling that apostle an 
apostate from the law*. Surely there can no longer 
be any doubt whether the Ebionites were heretical. 
If they were not, the whole catholic church from 
that time to the present has been in the grossest he- 
resy ; and so have all the Unitarians, who admit, not 
only the Gospels, but the whole of St. Paul’s Epi- 
stles. | | 

4. I would also notice some other points of the 
Ebionite creed, which, if they were correct, must 
bring, not only ourselves, but the Unitarians also, 
under the charge of grievous error. The Ebionites 
retained all the customs of the Jewish law, thinking 
that the new revelation made by Christ, and justifi- 
cation through him, did not dispense with them !. 
They denied the inspiration of the prophets, and 
thought that they spoke from themselves ™. | 


passage in Epiphanius,’ which 
Dr. Priestley did not understand. 
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V. 61. p. 625. and Hom. III. 
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™ Method. Sympos. p. 113. 
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Epiphanius says of the Ebion- 
ites, ‘* they detest the pro- 
‘* phets :” (Her. 30.) which 
Dr. Priestley thinks altogether 
improbable, and he adds erro- 
neously, that Epiphanius is the 
only writer who asserts any such 
thing. (III. p. 217.) It ap- 
pears that Methodius asserts 
the same thing, and enables us 
to understand what Epiphanius 
meant. 
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Lastly, Dr. Priestley has entirely suppressed, that 
though the Ebionites believed Christ to be a mere 
man with respect to his birth, they thought that an 
angel resided in him™. I do not mention this part 
of their creed with a view to vindicate the absurdity 
of it; but rather to shew, that their opinions were 
not free from vain and unfounded imaginations, and 
that they differed essentially from those of the mo- 
dern Unitarians. 

I shall close this discussion with repeating what 
was said above, that if the Ebionites were heretical, 
the early church was not Unitarian: if the Unita- 
rians think that they were not heretical, why do 
they differ from them on such fundamental points ? — 

_ In the course of the preceding pages, I have been 
led to point out, that several statements made by 
the Unitarians were unfounded. It had been as- 
serted, that Jesus Christ was nowhere called Cyre- 
ator, Anpsovpyés. I have shewn at p. 51. that this 
epithet is applied to Christ by nearly all the Fathers. 
It has been asserted, that Christ is not spoken of as 
an object of religious worship. I have shewn at 
p. 37. and 128. that all the Ante-Nicence Fathers 
considered it a duty to worship Christ. It had been 
said, that the word Almighty was never applied to 
Christ. I have proved at p. 145. &c. that in many 
places the Fathers called Christ Almighty. The 
reader will perhaps remember the incorrect state- 
ments which I quoted from Mr. Lindsey, Mr. Jones, 
and Mr. Belsham, concerning the words of St. Paul, 
Rom. ix. 5. (p. 77. &c.) and the false assertions 
which had been made concerning Acts xx. 28. (p. 
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15. &c.) In their interpretations of other texts, the 
Unitarians have equally forgotten that they are op- 
posing themselves to all the writers of the three first 
centuries. Thus they say, that the creation of the 
world is not attributed to Christ in John i. 3. or 
Heb. i. 2.: and yet I will venture to assert, that 
there is not one of the Ante-Nicene Fathers who 
quotes these passages, without shewing, beyond all 
doubt, that he understood these texts. of. all things 
being created by Christ. J repeat, that as to the 
opinion of the Fathers, and their unanimous consent 
upon this point, there is no room for contradiction 
or uncertainty: it only remains for the Unitarians 
to say, that all the Fathers were mistaken, that they 
were not such good judges of the style and language 
of the apostles as we are, though Greek was the ver- 
nacular language of many of them, and some lived 
so near to the time of St. John, that it is hardly pos- 
sible to suppose them so grossly ignorant of his 
meaning. 

To many persons it will appear a necessary conse- 
quence, that the Ante-Nicene Fathers believed Christ 
to be God, when they find him spoken of as the Cre- 
ator of the world; as being conceived by the Virgin 
of the Holy Ghost; as having appeared to the patri- 
archs; as having taken our human flesh; as being 
worshipped, &c. &c. But I have also brought for- 
ward many instances, in which the Fathers expressly 
say, that Christ was God and man, that he was be- 
gotten of the substance of God, that he had existed 
from all eternity, that he was one with the Father. 
Will any rational person believe that the Fathers 
would have used these expressions, if they had held 
that Jesus Christ was a mere man ? 
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We may observe also, that there is not the slight- 
est trace of the notion of Christ’s divinity having 
been introduced by later writers, and having been 
unknown to those of earlier times. The reader is 
requested to compare the short Epistles of Ignatius 
with the voluminous works of Origen, and to see 
whether the doctrines which the Unitarians deny, 
are not to be found in the one as plainly as in the 
other. If this had not been the case, we need not 
have given up our argument: for who would ex- 
pect, that in seven short letters written by a man, 
who was then on his road to execution, we should 
find a declaration of all the articles of his belief? 
And yet Ignatius several times. calls Christ God, he 
speaks of him as God born in the flesh, conceived of 
-a virgin by the Holy Ghost, as being with the Fa- 
ther before the worlds, as existing in the Father, 
as being eternal and invisible, and yet for our sakes 
becoming visible. It is trifling to ask, whether a 
man who wrote this, believed Jesus Christ to be a 
mere human being: we may find his divinity ex- 
pressed in more minute and circumstantial terms by 
Origen and the later Fathers, when they were driven 
by opposite heresies to express themselves precisely, 
but it is evident to the plainest understanding, that 
Ignatius acknowledged two natures in Christ, that 
he believed him to be God, and to have been so 
from all eternity. It is for the Unitarians to shew, 
how he could believe Christ to have been God from 
all eternity, and yet not have believed him to be con- 
substantial with the Father. . 

To sum up the whole, I conceive it a be proved 
by the preceding quotations, that the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers believed Jesus Christ to have two natures, 
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the human and the divine: that they believed him to 
have existed as God before he took our human na- 
ture; that he was begotten of the substance of God, 
and was united with him in essence, though distinct 
in person; that it was he who created the world, 
and who appeared to the patriarchs: that he had 
existed from all eternity, and though proceeding 
from the Father, was always coexistent with him, 
as the effulgence of light 1s with the light from 
which it emanates: in one word, that the Son was 
as truly God, and truly eternal, I mean in the same 
sense and fulness of expression, as God the Father. 
I must now make a few remarks concerning the 
assertion of the Arians, that the writings of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers support their doctrines. It 
cannot be pressed too strongly upon the theological 
student, that between Arians and Unitarians the 
difference is immense. It is fortunate also for the 
defenders of the catholic doctrines, that the pecu- 
liarities of the Arian creed lie in a small compass. 
Some difficulties have been raised by the distinction 
of Arianism and Semi-Arianism: but still it is not 
difficult to point out the precise line which separated. 
the supporters of the Nicene doctrines from their 
opponents. In this respect it is more easy to combat 
an Arian than an Unitarian. The belief of Unita- 
rians, as observed before, has been so modified and 
altered from the times of Socinus to our own, that it 
is difficult to say what is, and what is not, acknow- 
ledged by them all, as the summary of their faith: 
and in endeavouring to disprove any of their tenets, 
we may unintentionally hurt the feelings of some 
who call themselves Unitarians, but who have not 
yet brought themselves to go all lengths with their 
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acknowledged leaders. But it is not so with the 
Arian tenets. The opinions of the Arians are on 
record as a matter of history: and the catholics at 
the council of Nice very wisely brought the points 
under dispute into a small compass, and if I may 
so say, drove their opponents into a corner, and ten- 
dered to them the shzbboleth of catholicism, which, 
according as they accepted or refused it, proved them 
to be catholics or Arians. Thus the following ques- 
tions were put to persons suspected of Arianism: 
Was there ever a time when the Son did not exist ? 
Was the Son of one substance with the Father ? 
These two questions were found to be the only 
tests which the Arians could not evade. They were 
willing to call Jesus Christ God, and to say that he 
was very God, adAybivis Oeds; they allowed that he 
was begotten of the Father; and they expressed 
great horror at the idea of Christ being a creature. 
But they constantly affirmed, that there was a time 
when Christ was not, and they denied his’ consub- — 
stantiality with the Father. Accordingly we find 
that the creed, which the council adopted, provided 
against every subterfuge and equivocation upon these 
two articles: and the questions given above were - 
the touchstone by which all persons were tried, 
whose faith was in any way doubtful. | 
It is needless to observe, that the difference be- 
tween catholics and Arians was slight, when com- 
pared with that between catholics and Unitarians : 
but whoever is acquainted with the history of the 
council of Nice will know, that the orthodox party 
by no means considered the dispute to turn upon 
mere words: nor can we ever say with truth, that 
the difference between the two parties in those days 
G¢g2 
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was small or unimportant. If Christ was of a dif- 
ferent substance from the Father, and yet each is 
God, it would surely be very difficult to comprehend 
that there are not two Gods: and if there was a 
time when Christ was not, it is almost impossible to 
conceive, that Christ, who took our nature upon 
him, was that very God who had existed from all 
eternity. We cannot be surprised therefore, that 
both parties were anxious to claim the early Fathers 
as supporting their respective tenets: and we cannot 
quote the Ante-Nicene Fathers as agreeing perfectly 
with ourselves, unless we shew that their doctrines 
are opposed to those of the Arians, as well as to 
those of the Unitarians. 

But the two tests mentioned above will make this 
part of our task comparatively easy. If we can shew 
that the Ante-Nicene Fathers believed Jesus Christ 
to have been begotten of the substance of the Fa- 
ther, and to have existed from all eternity, the lead- 
ing tenets of the Arians are overthrown. But these 
two points are surely proved, even to demonstration, 
by the quotations in the preceding pages. With 
respect to the consubstantiality of the Father and 
the Son, the reader is referred to N°. 305: and with 
respect to his eternity, the expressions used at N°. 
21, 48, 93, 100, 159, 206, 262, 300, 301, 302, 303, 
316, 318, 320, 324. p. 389. seem to leave no doubt, 
that the persons who used them never imagined a 
time when Christ did not exist. 

Seeing therefore that we are encompassed about 
with so great a cloud of witnesses, let us hold fast 
the profession of our faith, and, without forgetting 
that charity which becomes true believers, let us 
earnestly contend for the faith which was once de- 
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livered to the saints. We have indeed a cloud of 
witnesses, to prove that the faith delivered by our 
Lord to his apostles, and by the apostles to their 
successors, was essentially that which our church 
professes and cherishes. If the preceding pages 
should have unfolded this series of testimony, so as 
to convince the mind of any one person, who before 
was wavering; if they should lead any one sincere 
inquirer after truth to a conviction of his own belief 
being that of the primitive church, the earnest hopes 
of the writer will not be altogether disappointed : 
and let us also hope and pray, that He who has pro- 
mised, that blasphemy against the Son of Man shall 
be forgiven, will hereafter have mercy upon those, 
who having a zeal, but not after knowledge, have 
been led by ignorance and error to speak mai of 
his holy name. 
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